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LOUISVILLE METRO COUNCIL MEETING 

REGULAR MEETING 
MARCH 11, 2010 

6:00 PM 
METRO COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
CALL TO ORDER: President Owen called the March 11, 2010 Regular Meeting of the Louisville Metro 
Council to order at 6:00 PM. He asked all to rise and join him in the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
ROLL CALL: 
 
JUDY GREEN: PRESENT  
BARBARA SHANKLIN: PRESENT 
MARY WOOLRIDGE: PRESENT 
DAVID TANDY: PRESENT 
CHERI BRYANT HAMILTON: PRESENT 
GEORGE UNSELD: PRESENT 
KEN FLEMING: PRESENT  
PRESIDENT TOM OWEN: PRESENT 
TINA WARD-PUGH: PRESENT@6:15PM 
JIM KING: PRESENT 
KEVIN KRAMER: PRESENT  
RICK BLACKWELL: PRESENT 
VICKI WELCH: PRESENT 
BOB HENDERSON: PRESENT 
MARIANNE BUTLER: PRESENT 
KELLY DOWNARD: PRESENT 
GLEN STUCKEL: PRESENT 
JON ACKERSON: PRESENT@6:10PM 
HAL HEINER: PRESENT  
STUART BENSON: PRESENT 
DAN JOHNSON: PRESENT 
ROBIN ENGEL: PRESENT  
JAMES PEDEN: PRESENT  
MADONNA FLOOD: PRESENT  
DOUG HAWKINS: PRESENT@ 6:12PM 
BRENT ACKERSON: PRESENT@6:13PM 
 
CLERK:  There are 26 members present establishing a quorum.   
 

ADDRESSES TO COUNCIL: 

PRESIDENT OWEN: Madam Clerk, do we have any addresses to Council. 

CLERK: Yes, sir. 

Jamesetta Phelps – Inmates and the system 

Dean McDonald – The Dream Factory 

 

PRESIDENT OWEN: As you're approaching the microphone and before the clock starts, for those folks 
who are addressing the council, this is the first night that we have used a new timer.  As you can see in 
the black box, soon there thereby a three minute, that's how many minutes you have to speak.  It will 
count down.  I don't want to intimidate you in any way.  Then when you glance over that way when you get 
closer, it's about 10 seconds out? 
 



2 

 

CLERK: 30 seconds out it changes to yellow and 30 seconds out it changes red and then you'll hear 
a bell.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Then you're at the three minute mark. 

 

Dodie Huff-Fletcher Ph.D – Meth Resolution – for 

Pam Shofner – Meth Resolution – for 

Major Dave Wood (LMPD) – Meth Resolution – for 

Jo Stansbury – Meth Resolution – against 

Doug Cobb – Meth Resolution – against 

Dr. Paul Loheide – Meth Resolution - against 

Beth Greenwell – Special Olympics 

 
 
CLERK: That concludes the addresses to council, Mr. President. 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you. 
 

INTRODUCTION OF PAGES: 

 

PRESIDENT TANDY: Mr. Tandy, would you like to introduce a page? 
COUNCILMAN TANDY: Kennedy, would you stand up for me, please? 
Look straight ahead.  They're going to show you the camera, okay? 
All right, Ladies and Gentlemen, six years, three hours and 13 minutes ago in Louisville, Kentucky, 
Kennedy Alexis Tandy was born.  And that's who you have standing before us today.   
Kennedy is the oldest daughter to Carolyn my wife and myself and she is the proud sister of Avery, who is 
two at home watching on TV with Grandma Min, and Solomon, who is 10 months today.  And Kennedy is 
a kindergartener at Coleridge Taylor Elementary School in Miss Hickson's class where she enjoys 
geography and she likes to swim and play piano.  And she likes to play Scrabble with Mommy and daddy.  
What else? Did I leave something out? Oh, yes, right.  And she likes to sing.   
And she is an all-around great person.  She has a loving spirit, a caring spirit, truly has a servant's heart.  
As a matter of fact, while we were sitting here today, she drew a picture for Councilwoman Hamilton 
capturing her likeness, which is taken from her mother's side of the family as she's delivering another 
picture to Councilman Kramer.  No is that to me? 
Is that mine, Avery, I mean Kennedy? 
 
KENNEDY: Yes.   
 
COUNCILMAN TANDY: Well, thank you.  Ladies and Gentlemen, I wanted to introduce to all of you this 
evening Daddy's and Mommy's pride and joy, our oldest little girl, Kennedy Alexis Tandy as our page 
tonight.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Councilman.  Welcome.  Happy birthday.  Wonderful. 
 
GUESTS: 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN:  Mr. Benson, do you have a guest?  
 
COUNCILMAN BENSON: Yes, sir, I do.  March the 7

TH
 through the 14th is Multiple Sclerosis Awareness 

Week.  On your desk, you have a pamphlet that tells you about the organization and some of the 
programs.  Tonight I have with me Stephanie Benson, who is the director of programming and services, 
and she's here to tell you about the program and how that they can help the citizens in our community.   
 



3 

 

STEPHANIE BENSON:  Thank you, Councilman Benson.  It is indeed a pleasure to be here with you this 
evening.  Again this is Multiple Sclerosis Week.  This is an opportunity to help sustain awareness of MS.  
Because there are over 5,000 people across the State of Kentucky living with MS, which is a disease that 
affects the central nervous system.  As some people living with MS look like us, others maybe have 
numbness in our bodies.  And then you have some severe cases where they may be paralyzed and/or lost 
their vision.  And so what we do to address the needs of people living with MS at the Kentucky 
southeastern Indiana chapter here is we provide a plethora of educational programming.  Symptom 
management, on MS research, on nutrition, wellness and the like.  And we also offer self-help groups for 
them to get together with our peers to discuss issues that are prevalent and relevant to them.  And we 
also, in this tough economy, we also offer a financial assistance program where if the individuals living 
with MS and they have problems like paying their mortgagor utilities or what have you, please call our 
office, because we do have a program where we will pay that for them.  And they do not have to pay it 
back.  So that's part of what we do.  And in order for us to continue to provide these programs and 
services, we offer opportunities like what's coming up on April 10th, our walk, which is going to be at 
waterfront park.  So we need for the community to come out, to embrace MS.  We need for you to support 
our chapter and the people living with it.  Because MS affects several people.  But there's not enough 
research yet to determine why it affects one group versus another.  More women are diagnosed than 
men, and generally they are between the ages of 20 and 50.  But I believe today it doesn't have to knock 
on my door for me to care.  So I encourage you to please call our office.  Please support our 
programming.  Support us with the walk.  Support us with our bike.  Go to our website.  All of that 
information is provided for you on our chapter brochure.  And again thank you so much for this 
opportunity.    
COUNCILMAN BENSON: Mention where it's located and the phone number.   
MS. BENSON: Okay, great.  Our offices are 11700 Commonwealth of Kentucky drive suite 500 you're 
welcome to drop by any time.  Our phone number is 441-0014.  If you need to speak to my, my extension 
is 229.  Thank you.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Miss Benson, and thank you, Councilman Benson.   
Yes, Councilwoman Ward-Pugh, you have a guest? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Thank you, colleagues.  It is my great good privilege tonight to 
introduce you to some of the hardest working volunteers in the county, in particular the Crescent Hill 
community council.  Some of these folks are in the leadership positions of the Crescent Hill community 
council, others and all of these people are here to be thanked and appreciated and honored for their 
volunteer efforts in the 2009 old fashioned Crescent Hill 4

th
 of July picnic.  And so if you haven't been, you 

should.  It's on the weekend of the 4
th
.  A few years ago a few of these members here decided they 

wanted to expand the arts section to a two-day weekend.  We're going to be going to that after next year.  
So it will be on a Saturday and Sunday on a certain weekend of the year.  They have taken it from 17 
artists all the way up to 90 and a waiting list and so we're real excited about that.  It's no small thing.  So 
tonight, again, everyone's not here who's going to receive one of these, but I will read you.  It's a 
proclamation to all whom these letters shall come, greetings.  Know you that the Louisville legislative 
council hereby recognizes and honors, this one's going to go to Boy Scout Troop 1, for outstanding 
volunteer efforts during the 2009 Crescent Hill old fashioned Fourth of July picnic celebration.  We hereby 
confer this recognition with all the rights, privileges and responsibilities thereunto appertaining.  In 
testimony where of, we have caused these letters to be made and the seal of the Metro Government to be 
here unto affixed and it's signed by me today on March the 11th, 2010.  I'm going to read their names and 
hand this to them and will ask someone, I didn't prepare this, prepare them, but I would love for someone 
to step up and say -- give us a little information about the Crescent Hill Fourth of July coming up, a phone 
number, a plea for additional volunteers? 
So we'll start with Boy Scout Troop 1, the oldest troop in the Commonwealth of Kentucky? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Third oldest in the country.  First in the Commonwealth of Kentucky.  
Boy Scout Troop 1.  Thank you, David.  Good to see you.  Pat, thank you.  Thank you, Pat.  She was the 
head of the arts portion of that.   
PAT BRINSON: And I bring postcards for you to give them.   
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 COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Okay, good.  Danny Fielden.  There you go, Danny.  Thank you very 
much.  Jerry Fielden.  Thank you, Jerry.  Kathy Schmidt? 
Greg Smith, Greg, thank you.  Greg is in charge of the music portion.  We're expanding it.  They are 
expanding it to be a music and arts festival.  Weekend festival.  So they'll be the busiest one.  Cynthia 
Thomas? Thank you.  And we have others.  I'm going to read their names who could not attend tonight.  
Janet Hendricks, with Wakefield Reutlinger who is a sponsor.  Lorie Jacobs, Mark Janke with Grace 
Church.  Janine Linder, Mary Mahoney, Jennifer McElwain with Barrett Traditional Middle School, Bill 
Ottman and CJ Parrish with Masonic Homes of Kentucky, without whose sponsorship and volunteers we 
could not make this a successful event, including all of the cleanup and the trash pickup in the 
neighborhood as a result of a successful weekend event.  Quickly, who's going to do this? 
Kathy Schmidt. 
KATHY SCHMIDT: Hi I am Kathy Schmidt.  I'm one of the co-chairs with Jerry Fielden for the Fourth of 
July, 2009.  And we've got 100 people on the grounds for music alone.  We've got over 90 artists.  We've 
got antique parade that happens from the Masonic homes into the Peterson Newman house grounds.  We 
have a fun run.  Pet show.  Lots of children's activities.  And we just hope that you'll all be there.  And we 
are looking for sponsors and money and anything else? 
Volunteers, absolutely.  So thank you all very much.  We appreciate it.   
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Join me in congratulating them.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Councilwoman.  I have asked two young people to come.  There's an 
organization that I believe is relatively new.  They will probably elaborate a little bit.  But it is called the 
Louisville youth philanthropy council.  And it is an effort to involve young people in being involved in 
learning about and developing skills related to the world of philanthropy, which has got to be one of the 
phrases that was mentioned a little bit ago, a giving heart.  I think Mr. Tandy mentioned that.  And so we 
have a couple of young people to speak and to tell us a little more about the Louisville philanthropy 
council.   
DAKOTA ISAACS: Thank you.  Hi, I'm Dakota Isaacs.  I'm a junior at St. Francis High School.  The 
LAPC is a project that began in 2005 as a program of the donors from of Kentuckiana.  They were looking 
for a way to fulfill the mission, which is to promote philanthropy in the community.  They decided that 
youth philanthropy was the way to do this, and a three-year demonstration program was launched.  We 
are now finishing the third year of that three-year program.  The mission of the LYPC is to teach high 
school students in 9-12th grades throughout Jefferson County the meaning and application of philanthropy 
and enable them to run their own philanthropic organization.  One of the key elements of this program 
includes we take pride in the fact that we include students from all ethnic, economic angiographic areas of 
metro Louisville.  Twenty-six students have been through the LYPC program in its first three years, 
representing eight different JCPS high schools.  Five difference Catholic high school and one private 
school.  Students are nominated by their schools and must submit an essay and pass a face-to-face 
interview in order to be selected for the class.  Once in the group, members create a mission statement.  
Next, we make a short list of organizations that we would like to interview.  And representatives come to 
the class to present their programs and answer our questions.  From this process, we screen the list down 
to the two or three programs, and then we research them further through site visits.  Once we have 
completed all of this work, we then decide, as a team, which program or programs we will give the grants 
to.  And also I have brochures if anyone would like to see one.  And I'm going to hand it over to Stephan 
now who will explain more. 
 
STEPHAN VALETI: Good evening.  My name is Stephan Valeti, and I'm also a member of the LYPC.  For 
the past two years, it has been empowering the youth of Louisville the tools they need to.  It happens 
when young people can achieve when given responsibility.  In the past, several generous donors have 
invested in this wonderful organization, allowing us to expand our research in the community.  We are 
excited that the LYPC is in the final stage of a three-year pilot program and we hope to continue to make a 
difference throughout the community.  However, this can only be achieved through the kind investments 
from people such as yourself.  By investing in our organization, you will be indirectly improving the city of 
Louisville.  While at the same time encouraging high school students to constantly make a difference 
throughout the community.  Additionally, by becoming a benefactor of the LYPC, you will become a part of 
the program.  Assisting us on our mission to widen our reach throughout the city of Louisville.  We firmly 
believe that through adequate funding, our limits will know no bounds.  We have come to you today to 
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kindly ask for a certain amount of funding that will allow us to continue to operate.  Since the majority of 
our budget is fund bide various organizations throughout the city of Louisville.  The only funding that we 
require is the money that we reserve for next year's class.  Without this money, the future members would 
be unable to make grants to their selected recipients.  This system is employed each year with each class 
raising money for the next year.  We are asking for $100 from each district for a total of $2600.  We 
ensure you that the LYPC will use this funding to better the city as whole.  We hope you will do this and 
make the right decision.  Thank you.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  Those of you that didn't get a chance to speak, before you leave, turn 
around and at least say who you are and what school you go to.   
MARY ANN: I'm Mary Ann I'm a junior at St. Francis High School.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you. 
EVAN BINGHAM: Evan Bingham, sophomore at DeSales High School.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you very much for coming.  Appreciate it. 
Mr. Heiner, you have a point of personal privilege? 
 
COUNCILMAN HEINER: Yes, thank you Mr. President.  I would like to recognize tonight Ty Osborne.  Ty, 
if you would stand? He's a district 19 constituent and more importantly a Boy Scout who is in attendance 
tonight to obtain his citizenship in community America merit badge.  Ty has been a member of troop 320.  
Please welcome Ty and his father Daniel and brother Garrett.  
 

COUNCIL MINUTES: 

 
PRESIDENT OWEN:  Next we have the approval of the minutes for the council meeting of February 25, 
2010. Any there any corrections or deletions? 
May I have a motion, second for approval? 
 
COUNCILMAN PEDEN: So moved. 
COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: Second. 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN:  The minutes were properly moved and seconded.   
All those in favor, aye? 
ALL PRESENT: AYE 
Opposed? 
The ayes have it. 
These minutes were approved as written. 
 
COMMITTEE MINUTES 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Next we have the approval of the following committee minutes. All are regular 
meetings unless I state otherwise. 
 
Regular:  Appropriations, NDFs, CIFs – March 4, 2010 
Regular: Budget – March 2, 2010 
Regular: Committee of the Whole – February 25, 2010 
Regular: Committee on Committees – March 9, 2010 
Regular: Contracts and Appointments –March 2, 2010 
Regular: Energy and Environment – February 25, 2010 
Regular: Labor & Economic Development – March 4, 2010 
Special: Community Affairs – February 25, 2010 
Regular: Government Accountability & Oversight – February 24, 2010 
Regular: Parks, Libraries and Arts – March 4, 2010 
Regular: Planning/Zoning, Land Design & Development – March 2, 2010 
Regular: Public Safety – March 3, 2010 
Regular: Transportation/Public Works – March 3, 2010 
Regular: Government Accountability & Oversight – March 10, 2010 
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COUNCILMAN DOWNARD: Motion to approve. 
COUNCILMAN PEDEN: Second. 
PRESIDENT OWEN: The minutes have been properly moved and seconded. 
All those in favor signify by saying aye. 
ALL PRESENT: AYE 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Are there any opposed? 
The ayes have it. 
 
These minutes are approved as written. 
 
 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR: 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Our next order of business is the consent calendar. The consent calendar consists 
of Items 18-36. .  Our next order of business, am clerk, is the consent calendar.  The consent calendar 
comprises of items 17 to 35.  Are there any additions or deletions? 
Yes.  Councilwoman Welch?  
 
COUNCILWOMAN WELCH: Thank you, Mr. President.  I'd like to send item 34 to old business, to add to 
that.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Okay, thank you.  That will be done.  Without objection, item 34 moves to old 
business.  The consent calendar now comprises of items 17 through 33 and item 35.  Madam Clerk, a 
second reading of these items.   
 
 
17--O-48-02-10 AN ORDINANCE CLOSING AN UNNAMED 15-FOOT-WIDE ALLEY FROM ITS 
TERMINUS WITH GARLAND STREET, RUNNING NORTH APPROXIMATELY 384 FEET TO ITS 
INTERSECTION WITH WEST BRECKINRIDGE STREET, PARALLEL TO 16TH STREET, CONTAINING 
.13 ACRES, AND BEING IN LOUISVILLE METRO (CASE NO. 12674).  (August 4, 2010)   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Planning/Zoning, Land Design & Development 
Primary Sponsor:-Jon Ackerson 
 
18--O-47-02-10 AN ORDINANCE CLOSING AN UNNAMED 15-FOOT-WIDE ALLEY FROM ITS 
TERMINUS WITH 16TH STREET, RUNNING EAST APPROXIMATELY 369.5 FEET BETWEEN 
PRENTICE STREET AND KENTUCKY STREET, CONTAINING .13 ACRES, AND BEING IN 
LOUISVILLE METRO (CASE NO. 12680).  (August 4, 2010)   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Planning/Zoning, Land Design & Development 
Primary Sponsor:-Jon Ackerson 
 
19--AP030210JK APPOINTMENT OF JOHN K. SHACKLE TON, JR. TO THE MCMAHAN FIRE 
PROTECTION DISTRICT BOARD.  TERM EXPIRES JUNE 30, 2012.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Contracts and Appointments 
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20--R-43-02-10 A RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO THE CAPITAL AND OPERATING BUDGET 
ORDINANCES, APPROVING THE APPROPRIATION TO FUND THE FOLLOWING 
NONCOMPETITIVELY NEGOTIATED RENEWAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONTRACT – (LANA C. 
LYNCH - $80,000.00).   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Contracts and Appointments 
Primary Sponsor:-Judy Green 
 
21--R-48-02-10 A RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO CAPITAL ORDINANCE NO. 111, SERIES 2008 
UNRESTRICTING $300,000 OF THE AQUATICS FACILITIES CAPITAL BOND PROJECT FOR 
PURPOSES OF AQUATICS IMPROVEMENTS IN BRESLIN PARK.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Budget 
Primary Sponsor:-Tina Ward-Pugh 
 
22--O-41-02-10 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 111, SERIES 2008, RELATING TO 
THE CAPITAL BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2008-09 FOR THE LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY 
METRO GOVERNMENT RELATED TO THE LOUISVILLE ZOO GLACIER RUN PROJECT.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Budget 
Primary Sponsor:-Jim King 
 
23--O-44-02-10  AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 111 SERIES 2008, AS AMENDED BY 
ORDINANCE NO. 202, SERIES 2008 AND ORDINANCE NO. 213, SERIES 2009, AND AMENDING 
ORDINANCE NO. 90, SERIES 2009, RESPECTIVELY RELATING TO THE FISCAL YEAR 2008-09 AND 
2009-10 CAPITAL BUDGETS FOR THE LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY METRO GOVERNMENT 
BY TRANSFERRING $39,169.77 TO A PROJECT ENTITLED “PAVING, SIDEWALK INSTALLATION 
AND REPAIR & SPEED HUMPS FOR DISTRICT 18.”   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Budget 
Primary Sponsor:-Jon Ackerson 
 
24--R-45-02-10 A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO ACCEPT FUNDING FROM THE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, OFFICE ON VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN, IN THE 
AMOUNT OF $175,000 FOR THE SAFE HAVENS PROJECT TO BE USED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
HOUSING AND FAMILY SERVICES FOR THE LOUISVILLE METRO VISITATION AND EXCHANGE 
CENTER.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Public Safety 
Primary Sponsor:-Vicki Aubrey Welch 
 
25--R-44-02-10  A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO ACCEPT A GRANT FROM 
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY GOVERNOR’S OFFICE, DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT, LAND & WATER CONSERVATION FUND, IN THE AMOUNT OF $150,000.00, FOR 
IMPROVEMENTS TO MILES PARK & WAVERLY PARK, TO BE USED BY LOUISVILLE METRO 
PARKS DEPARTMENT.   
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Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Parks, Libraries & Arts 
Primary Sponsor:-Hal Heiner 
 
26--R-46-02-10 A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO ACCEPT A GRANT FROM 
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICE OF FEDERAL 
GRANTS, IN THE AMOUNT OF $95,945.00, AND AN ASSOCIATED DONATION OF $20,000.00 FROM 
THE PARKS FOUNDATION TO BE USED IN CONJUNCTION WITH OTHER IN-KIND DONATIONS 
FOR “NATURAL AREAS DIVISION MULTI-USE TRAIL ENHANCEMENTS” PROJECT TO BE USED BY 
THE DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Parks, Libraries & Arts 
Primary Sponsor:-Vicki Aubrey Welch 
 
27--R-47-02-10 A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO ACCEPT A GRANT FROM U.S. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICES, IN THE AMOUNT OF $14,040 FOR 
“LOUISVILLE ECHO – LOUISVILLE IS ENGAGING CHILDREN OUTDOORS” PROJECT TO BE USED 
BY THE DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Parks, Libraries & Arts 
Primary Sponsor:-Vicki Aubrey Welch 
 
28--R-42-02-10 A RESOLUTION DETERMINING ONE (1) PARCEL OF REAL PROPERTY LOCATED 
AT 400 S. 1st STREET OWNED BY LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY METRO GOVERNMENT 
(“METRO GOVERNMENT”) AS SURPLUS AND NO LONGER NEEDED FOR A GOVERNMENTAL 
PURPOSE AND AUTHORIZING ITS TRANSFER.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Labor & Economic Development 
Primary Sponsor:-David Tandy 
 
29--R-52-02-10 A RESOLUTION APPROVING A FORGIVABLE LOAN TO HERTZ INVESTMENT 
GROUP, LLC PURSUANT TO ORDINANCE NO. 54 SERIES 2009 FOR THE RENOVATION OF SPACE 
IN THE STARKS BUILDING LOCATED AT 455 S. FOURTH STREET.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Labor & Economic Development 
Primary Sponsors: -David Tandy 
         -Hal Heiner 
 
30--R-50-02-10 A RESOLUTION APPROVING FORGIVABLE LOANS TO HABITAT FOR HUMANITY 
OF METRO LOUISVILLE, INC. (“HABITAT”) FOR THE ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY FOR ITS 
HEADQUARTERS AND TO YOUNG ADULT DEVELOPMENT IN ACTION, INC. D/B/A YOUTHBUILD 
LOUISVILLE (“YOUTHBUILD”) FOR THE PURCHASE AND REHAB OF A BUILDING FOR ITS 
OPERATIONS PURSUANT TO ORDINANCE NO. 54, SERIES 2009.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
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Committee:-Labor & Economic Development 
Primary Sponsors: -David Tandy 
         -Hal Heiner 
 
31--R-49-02-10 A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO ACCEPT FUNDING FROM 
PARTICIPATING LOUISVILLE FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AND COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS IN 
THE AMOUNT OF $40,000.00, TO BE USED AS THE MARKETING BUDGET FOR THE BANK ON 
LOUISVILLE PROGRAM, ADMINISTERED BY THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Labor & Economic Development 
Primary Sponsor:-Marianne Butler 
 
32--O-42-02-10 AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING $8200.00 FROM NEIGHBORHOOD 
DEVELOPMENT FUNDS AS FOLLOWS: $1600 FROM DISTRICT 6; $800 EACH FROM DISTRICTS 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, AND 10; $500 EACH FROM DISTRICTS 12, AND 15; $300 FROM DISTRICT 13; AND $250 
EACH FROM DISTRICTS 14 AND 25, THROUGH THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, TO 
THE SLICE OF LOUISVILLE, INC.,  TO PROVIDE OPERATING EXPENSES FOR ITS EIGHTH 
ANNUAL WEST LOUISVILLE DERBY FESTIVAL ACTIVITY KNOWN AS THE SLICE: SPICE, STYLE 
AND SOUL.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Appropriations, NDFs and CIFs 
Primary Sponsors: -George Unseld 
   -Judy Green 
   -Barbara Shanklin 
   -Mary C. Woolridge 
   -David Tandy 
   -Cheri Bryant Hamilton 
   -Jim King 
   -Rick Blackwell 
   -Marianne Butler 
   -Vicki Aubrey Welch 
   -Robert Henderson 
   -Doug Hawkins 
 
33--O-43-02-10 AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING THE TOTAL OF $12,700 FROM THE FOLLOWING 
NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT FUNDS (NDF): $8,000 FROM DISTRICT 14, $1,000 FROM 
DISTRICT 12 AND 15, $2,000 FROM DISTRICT 13, $500 FROM DISTRICT 3, AND $200 FROM 
DISTRICT 18 THROUGH OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, TO THE METRO UNITED WAY 
FOR (VITA) VOLUNTEER INCOME TAX ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Appropriations, NDFs and CIFs 
Primary Sponsors: -Robert Henderson 
   -Jon Ackerson 
   -Marianne Butler 
   -Mary C. Woolridge 
   -Rick Blackwell 
   -Vicki Aubrey Welch 
 
 
Item 34 sent to Old Business 
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35--O-50-02-10 AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING $8,000 FROM THE DISTRICT 19 
NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT FUND TO THE LOUISVILLE METRO PUBLIC WORKS AND 
ASSETS DEPARTMENT FOR SIDEWALK INSTALLATION ALONG TUCKER STATION ROAD 
BETWEEN TAMWORTH COURT AND KIRKHAM ROAD.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Appropriations, NDFs and CIFs 
Primary Sponsor:-Hal Heiner 
 
 
 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN:  Could I have a motion and second for approval? 
 
COUNCILMAN PEDEN: Motion to approve. 
COUNCILMAN JOHNSON: Second. 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN:  The consent calendar has been moved and seconded and 
requires a roll call vote. Please open the voting, Madam Clerk. 
  
Voting Result: Consent Calendar 
JUDY GREEN: YES 
BARBARA SHANKLIN: YES 
MARY WOOLRIDGE: YES 
DAVID TANDY: YES 
CHERI BRYANT HAMILTON: YES 
GEORGE UNSELD: YES 
KEN FLEMING: YES 
PRESIDENT TOM OWEN: YES 
TINA WARD-PUGH: YES  
JIM KING: YES 
KEVIN KRAMER: YES 
RICK BLACKWELL: YES 
VICKI WELCH: YES 
BOB HENDERSON: YES 
MARIANNE BUTLER: YES 
KELLY DOWNARD: YES 
GLEN STUCKEL: YES  
JON ACKERSON: YES 
HAL HEINER: YES  
STUART BENSON: YES 
DAN JOHNSON: YES 
ROBIN ENGEL: YES 
JAMES PEDEN: YES 
MADONNA FLOOD: YES 
DOUG HAWKINS: YES 
BRENT ACKERSON: YES 

 

CLERK: There are 26 Yes votes. 

PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you. The consent calendar passes. 

 
OLD BUSINESS: 



11 

 

 
  
PRESIDENT OWEN: The next item is old business.  Yes? Councilwoman Welch. 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WELCH: Mr. President, I'd like a point of personal privilege, please? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Yes, Ma'am.   
 
COUNCILWOMAN WELCH: Thank you very much. Two months ago, after a 2

nd
 Meth Lab explosion in 

my District left a woman dead and 2 children without a mother, I joined LMPD Narcotics in a crusade to 
combat Meth Labs by virtue of asking KY legislators to schedule Pseudoephedrine (Sudafed) in an effort 
to reduce the ever growing number of Meth Labs in our community and across our state.   
 
I have the support of local law enforcement including LMPD, Louisville Fire Dept., Lou Metro Dept of 
Health & Wellness and the Louisville Board of Health.  I have been encouraged by constituents in my 
District, and those throughout Louisville Metro and beyond.  As a matter of fact, there has been a 
continual swell of public and private support from Healthcare providers and professionals to social service 
groups and community leaders.   
 
However, until we as a community are willing to come together in the interest of public safety, 
environmental consciousness, and the welfare of our children to force the appropriate legislation to 
schedule Pseudoephedrine we are only going to see the numbers of Meth Labs continue to rapidly rise.  
In 2008, Meth Labs had risen by 47%; in 2009 they had jumped to 63%; and so far in 2010 we are 
already 30 Meth Labs ahead of where were last year at this same time.  When will enough be enough? 
 
In 2009, the State of KY paid out $1.4 million in taxpayer dollars just to clean up Meth Labs.  Given the 
current state of our economy, I am certain that money could have been much better spent in some other 
capacity. 
 
Remember, this is not just a problem in my district or in your district or in our city or even our 
state……….this is a national problem that is just beginning to receive the time and attention it needs to 
wake people up to take action!  
 
Unfortunately, until we can do a better job educating people and providing accurate, factual information to 
assist them in making informed decisions as opposed to allowing multi-billion dollar special interest 
groups to influence their opinions, we will continue to see an increase not only in the number of Meth 
Labs but in the number of children displaced and ultimately the number of deaths! 
 
Now let me be clear, I have not nor will I stand idly by and watch this happen to my community. I am 
going to continue to fight the good fight and encourage all of you to join me.   
 
However, part of being an effective leader, is knowing when to stop and re-evaluate. …..After learning 
just a few minutes before this meeting, House Bill 497, the bill to move Pseudoephedrine to a Schedule III 
drug, has reached a dead end lacking support to move it any further during this state session, it is with a 
very heavy heart that I regret to inform you that I have decided to withdraw my sponsorship of this 
Resolution, Item 39. 
 
Now, I know many of you at home and in the audience are very disappointed ----I am, too and while I may 
have lost the battle, we haven’t lost the war…..you have my word……..I will work tirelessly to win the war!  
 
I would like to take a moment and thank all of you that have stood beside me in an effort to see this 
through.  Your efforts have been invaluable and will not be for naught.  And I thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. President. 
.   
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PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Councilwoman Welch.  With the withdrawal of your sponsorship, the 
item dies.  
Madam Clerk, a reading of item 34. 
 
34--O-46-02-10  AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING $11,000 FROM THE FOLLOWING 
NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT FUNDS: $5,000 FROM DISTRICT 15; $5,000 FROM DISTRICT 21; 
AND $1,000 FROM DISTRICT 10,  TO THE LOUISVILLE METRO POLICE DEPARTMENT TO FUND 
OVERTIME EXPENSES FOR THE 4TH DIVISION OF THE LOUISVILLE METRO POLICE 
DEPARTMENT.   
 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Consent Calendar 
Committee:-Appropriations, NDFs and CIFs 
Primary Sponsors:  -Marianne Butler 
   -Dan Johnson 
   -Jim King 
 

PRESIDENT OWEN: May I have a motion and second for approval? 

COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: So moved. 

COUNCILWOMAN BUTLER: Second. 

PRESIDENT OWEN: The ordinance has been properly moved and seconded.  

The item is before us.  Is there any discussion? 
Councilwoman Welch? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WELCH: Thank you, Mr. President.  Once again, this ordinance for the Louisville 
Metro police department to add overtime funding, I'd like to add $5,000 to go to division 3, which is the 
division which oversees district 13 for more meth lab prevention, education, for positioning some patrols.  
We've had a lot of robberies that have led back to meth lab houses.  I want to put some stakeouts there 
and try to clean up this mess in my district.  Thank you.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  Yes? Mr. Engel did you need to be recognized? 
You certainly did, I think.   
 
COUNCILMAN ENGEL: No, I think she said it well.  Thank you, Mr. President.  I am the chair and it was 
pulled off consent from Councilwoman Welch and she spoke.  And again it's for Louisville metro police 
overtime.  And it was amended in committee.  Thank you.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Any further discussion on this item? 
 
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Yes.  Mr. President? 
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Point of order? 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Yes, yes, yes.   
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Was there a second to her amendment? Make sure she gets what she's asking 
for.   
 
CLERK: We're not finished yet.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: I see Councilwoman Green? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN GREEN: Thank you, Mr. President.  I would just like to say as Vice Chair of the public 
safety committee who heard the testimony about the problems with the meth lab; I would like to take this 
opportunity to thank -- 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilwoman, I think you may need to do this in a different format because we are 
considering -- 
COUNCILWOMAN GREEN: An item at hand.  I will come back for a point of personal privilege.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Yes.  I see that Councilwoman Butler wanted to speak? 
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COUNCILWOMAN BUTLER: Yes, thank you, Mr. President.  When we drew up this ordinance, I failed to 
add $1,000 for the Third District police.  I have a small sliver, the biggest part of that is Iroquois Park, and 
every year I give them additional funds because the park's used quite heavily in the summer.  And this 
allows them to do extra patrols as needed during those busy times.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Johnson? 
COUNCILMAN JOHNSON: Thank you, Mr. President.  I would like to add $3,000 to third division police as 
we're having some break-ins in my neighborhoods.  And actually last night, if y'all saw it, we had a terrible 
thing where a home invasion happened on Loretta Street in my neighborhood.  And I'm adding $2,000 to 
the 6

TH
 division for some overtime there, as well.  So total of $5,000.  $3,000 for the third division, and 

$2,000 for the sixth division.    
 
CLERK: You need a motion and second.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Madam Clerk, yes, are there any other comments? 
Do we have a motion and a second for these floor amendments? 
COUNCILWOMAN WELCH: Motion to amend. 
COUNCILMAN JOHNSON: Second.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: All those in favor say aye? 
ALL: AYE 
All opposed? 
The ayes have it.  The floor amendment passes. Is there any further discussion on this item? 
Hearing none, the ordinance calls for a roll call vote.  Madam Clerk, please open the voting.   

Voting result: Item 34 

JUDY GREEN: YES 
BARBARA SHANKLIN: YES 
MARY WOOLRIDGE: YES 
DAVID TANDY: YES 
CHERI BRYANT HAMILTON: YES 
GEORGE UNSELD: YES 
KEN FLEMING: YES 
PRESIDENT TOM OWEN: YES 
TINA WARD-PUGH: YES  
JIM KING: YES 
KEVIN KRAMER: YES 
RICK BLACKWELL: YES 
VICKI WELCH: YES 
BOB HENDERSON: YES 
MARIANNE BUTLER: YES 
KELLY DOWNARD: YES 
GLEN STUCKEL: YES  
JON ACKERSON: YES 
HAL HEINER: YES  
STUART BENSON: YES 
DAN JOHNSON: YES 
ROBIN ENGEL: YES 
JAMES PEDEN: YES 
MADONNA FLOOD: YES 
DOUG HAWKINS: YES 
BRENT ACKERSON: YES 

 

CLERK: There are 26 Yes votes. 

PRESIDENT OWEN: The ordinance as amended passes. Madam Clerk, a reading of Item 36. 
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36--AP030210ED  APPOINTMENT OF ELLISA DENISE DREXLER TO THE HIGHVIEW  FIRE 
PROTECTION DISTRICT BOARD.  TERM EXPIRES JUNE 30, 2011. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Old Business 
Committee:-Contracts and Appointments 

 

PRESIDENT OWEN: May I have a motion and second for approval? 
COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: So moved.   
COUNCILWOMAN GREEN: Second.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: The item has been properly moved and seconded.  The item is before us.  Is there 
any discussion? Mr. Benson?  
 
COUNCILMAN BENSON: Thank you, Mr. President.  We put this on old business because of Councilman 
Peden is a member of Highview Fire Department, so he can abstain.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Peden, do you need to elaborate? 
COUNCILMAN PEDEN: Nope.  Just need to abstain.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Any further discussion? Hearing none, an appointment normally calls for a voice 
vote, but in order to record Mr. Peden's abstention, we will use a roll call.  Madam Clerk, please open the 
voting.   Councilwoman Welch, will you be voting? 
 

Voting result: Item 36 

JUDY GREEN: YES 
BARBARA SHANKLIN: YES 
MARY WOOLRIDGE: YES 
DAVID TANDY: YES 
CHERI BRYANT HAMILTON: YES 
GEORGE UNSELD: YES 
KEN FLEMING: YES 
PRESIDENT TOM OWEN: YES 
TINA WARD-PUGH: YES  
JIM KING: YES 
KEVIN KRAMER: YES 
RICK BLACKWELL: YES 
VICKI WELCH: YES 
BOB HENDERSON: YES 
MARIANNE BUTLER: YES 
KELLY DOWNARD: YES 
GLEN STUCKEL: YES  
JON ACKERSON: YES 
HAL HEINER: YES  
STUART BENSON: YES 
DAN JOHNSON: YES 
ROBIN ENGEL: YES 
JAMES PEDEN: ABSTAIN 
MADONNA FLOOD: YES 
DOUG HAWKINS: YES 
BRENT ACKERSON: YES 
 
 
CLERK: There are 25 yes votes and one abstention from Councilman Peden.   

 

PRESIDENT OWEN: The appointment passes with one abstention. Madam Clerk, a reading of Item 

37. 
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37--AP030210JG APPOINTMENT OF JOHN C. GOFNEY TO THE MCMAHAN FIRE PROTECTION 
DISTRICT BOARD. TERM EXPIRES JUNE 30, 2012. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Old Business 
Committee:-Contracts and Appointments 

 

PRESIDENT OWEN: May I have a motion and second for approval? 
COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: So moved.   
COUNCILMAN PEDEN: Second.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: The item has been properly moved and seconded.  The item is before us.  Is there 
any discussion? Mr. Benson?  
COUNCILMAN BENSON: Mr. President, Mr. Gofney is a Mr. Kramer’s brother-in-law.  I think Councilman 
Kramer would like to abstain from that vote? 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Kramer, do you need to elaborate? 
 
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: I don't believe there is any conflict of interest.  It's not a position that has any 
kind of benefit for either my brother-in-law or myself.  However, like you, very many times on votes on U of 
L where I think most of us here agree that you are in fact not in conflict, just in order to avoid the 
perception that there may be some conflict of interest, I would like to abstain.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Mr. Kramer.  Any further discussion? 
Hearing none an appointment normally calls for a voice vote, but in light of Mr. Kramer's 
abstention, we will use a roll call vote, Madam Clerk. 
 

Voting result: Item 37 

JUDY GREEN: YES 
BARBARA SHANKLIN: YES 
MARY WOOLRIDGE: YES 
DAVID TANDY : YES 
CHERI BRYANT HAMILTON: YES 
GEORGE UNSELD: YES 
KEN FLEMING: YES 
PRESIDENT TOM OWEN: YES 
TINA WARD-PUGH: YES  
JIM KING: YES 
KEVIN KRAMER: ABSTAIN 
RICK BLACKWELL: YES 
VICKI WELCH: YES 
BOB HENDERSON: YES 
MARIANNE BUTLER: YES 
KELLY DOWNARD: YES 
GLEN STUCKEL: YES  
JON ACKERSON: YES 
HAL HEINER: YES  
STUART BENSON: YES 
DAN JOHNSON: YES 
ROBIN ENGEL: YES 
JAMES PEDEN: YES 
MADONNA FLOOD: YES 
DOUG HAWKINS: YES 
BRENT ACKERSON: YES 
 
COUNCILMAN PEDEN: While the voting is going on, I would like to point out the difference in those two 
abstentions and how they went one much quicker than the other.   
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COUNCILMAN KRAMER: I'm a relative, give me a break.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: That was a point of personal privilege in the midst of voting.   
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Thanks for indulging.   
 
CLERK: There are 25 yes votes and one abstention from Councilman Kramer. 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: The appointment passes with one abstention. Madam Clerk, a reading of item 
38.   
 
38--R-23-01-10 A RESOLUTION PERTAINING TO THE REVIEW OF FUTURE PAYMENT OF DUES TO 
THE KENTUCKY LEAGUE OF CITIES AND KENTUCKY ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY OFFICIALS (AS 
AMENDED) 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Old Business - Tabled 
Committee:-Budget 
Primary Sponsor:-Kelly Downard 
Additional Sponsor: -Hal Heiner 
           -Jim King 
 
COUNCILMAN PEDEN:  Motion to untable.   
COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: Second.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Let me say this item was tabled at our last meeting on February 25th.  And I do 
have a motion to untable and a second.  The committee amended item is before us.  Is there any 
discussion? Councilwoman Ward-Pugh, would you defer to Mr. Downard? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Yes, sir.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Downard? 
 
COUNCILMAN DOWNARD: I'll try to set a record for brevity.  Everyone knows what this is about. These 
two organizations accepted dues from us for several, several years.  This organization spent hundreds of 
thousands in ways that were heavily criticized by the state auditor, Crit Luallen. This is a resolution which 
carries with it no weight except for a beg.  And a statement that we are asking for a refund of half of our 
dues for the last three years and a reduction of dues for all members not just the city of Louisville.  I have 
received calls from other cities already.  Having heard about this, I know there are two cities within 
Jefferson County who have withdrawn from the League of Cities because of this.  So I think it is a way for 
us to make a statement that the things that happened were not acceptable.  And with that I ask for your 
support.   
 
PRESIDENT. OWEN: Any further discussion? 
Hearing none, we have the amended resolution before us which calls for a voice vote.   
 
All those in favor, say aye? 
 
MOST: AYE 
All opposed by like sign? 
 
FEW: No.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: There is a no.  The ayes have it.  The resolution as amended passes.   
 
ITEM 39- SPONSORSHIP REMOVED – ITEM DIES. 
Madam Clerk, a reading of item 39.  No, item 39 has been pulled.   
 
Yes, Madam Clerk, a reading of item 40. 
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40--O-51-02-10 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 21 OF THE LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON 
COUNTY METRO GOVERNMENT CODE OF ORDINANCES [LMCO] RELATING TO ETHICS.  (AS 
AMENDED) 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - Old Business 
Committee:-Government Accountability & Oversight 
Primary Sponsors: 
-Tina Ward-Pugh 
-Kenneth C. Fleming 
-Kevin Kramer 
-Marianne Butler 
-Jon Ackerson 
 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: May I have a motion and second for approval. 
COUNCILMAN PEDEN: Motion to approve. 
COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: Second.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: The committee amended item has been properly moved and seconded.  Is there 
any discussion? Councilwoman Ward-Pugh. 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Yes, sir.   
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Thank you, Mr. President.  It is with great appreciation for all the hard 
work that members of the ethics workgroup originally and the Government Accountability and Oversight 
Committee are bringing tonight an ordinance that we believe improves our current code of ethics without 
compromising our integrity and principles in brokering some of the compromises that we reached.  There 
are some amendments that the committee made yesterday.  I can point those out to you.  On Page 3 -- 
and all of these, by the way, were voted on and adopted unanimously by all members and a bipartisan 
group.  On Page 3, under metro officer, we added the number nine, a legislative assistant to a council 
member.  We added number ten, which is any position identified in subsection A of this section that has 
the authority to enter into contracts over $10,000 in value or make purchases of goods or services over 
$10,000 in value.    
Then I'll turn your attention to the next page, Page 4.  Again, a unanimous approval for a new definition of 
family member.  That definition, "any person who is a spouse, parent, sibling, child, mother-in-law, father-
in-law, daughter-in-law, grandparent or grandchild of a metro officer or is a dependent for tax purposes of 
the metro officer or the metro officer spouse, or who is a member of the metro officer's household, 
whether or not that member of the metro officer's household is a dependent of the metro officer.  Then on 
to Page 7 at the bottom, an amendment proffered by Mr. King, letter K, no metro officer shall be deemed 
in conflict with the provisions of this ethics code if by reason of such officer's -- in the enactment of any 
resolution required to be voted upon, material or monetary gain is conferred upon a nonprofit or charitable 
organization with which the officer or member of his or her family is in any way associated, if the metro 
officer has disclosed said association to the Ethics Commission through his or her annual report or a 
supplementary report, or if the metro officer discloses said association with the clerk or secretary of the 
voting body prior to casting such a -- such vote.  Over a more lengthy amendment offered by Mr. Fleming 
on Page 15 carrying over to Page 18 what's to be added reflects the Ethics Commission, the actual Ethics 
Commission.  Members of the Ethics Commission shall not receive compensation but shall be reimbursed 
for reasonable expenses incurred in the performance of their official duties in the same manner as 
provided by existing Louisville Metro Government policy for expense reimbursement.  The absence of any 
member from three consecutive meetings, unless the Ethics Commission has excused the absence for 
good and sufficient reason, shall constitute a resignation.  When a vacancy occurs in the membership of 
the Ethics Commission, the vacancy shall within 60 days be filled for the unexpired portion of the term in 
the same manner as regular appointments.  Any person appointed to fill a vacancy on the Ethics 
Commission must meet the qualifications and limitations set forth in this ordinance.  An Ethics 
Commission member may be removed from office by at least a two thirds majority of the Metro Council 
after written notice, including a clear statement of the grounds for removal and opportunity for a reply at 
least 30 days before voting on removals.  The sole grounds for removal shall be failure to meet the 
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qualifications or limitations set forth in this code, neglect of duty, gross misconduct, office inability to 
discharge the powers of duty of office or a violation of this ordinance.  On over now to Page 16, continuing 
in that same section I, the Ethics Commission shall prepare and submit a report summarizing opinions of 
the commission annual report may recommend changes to the text or ministration of this ethics code.  The 
annual report must be submitted no later than July 31st of each fiscal year covering to the previous fiscal 
year ending June 30th and must be filed with the Metro Council clerk.  The annual report shall be made 
available on the metro website with a statement that financial disclosure forms are available for public 
inspection with the Ethics Commission.  On a monthly basis, the report must be prepared and submitted 
to the Metro Council if any decisions or advisory opinions have been pending for more than 180 days from 
the date of the complaint or request.    
The report shall summarize the commission's actions on the request or complaint, reasons for delay and 
an anticipated time frame for issuance of a decision.   
And then in J, following, the Ethics Commission shall at least every four years review this ethics code, the 
enforcement of the ethics code and the commission's rules, regulations and administrative procedures to 
determine whether they promote integrity, public confidence and participation in Louisville Metro 
Government and whether they set forth clear and enforceable common sense standards of conduct.  After 
at least one public hearing, the commission may recommend to the amendments to this ethics code.  
Those were the amendments that were unanimously voted for last night.  I read them because many folks 
may not have read those or had them before them before today.  What I'll offer is -- actually they had 
them.  They were uploaded into sire two weeks ago, but they may not have been heard in the last couple 
of days.  In addition, there are members here -- I know there are two floor amendments that need to come 
before us.  I didn't know if this was an appropriate time to let any of the sponsors of the amendments that 
were passed last night or members of the workgroup or the GAO committee to offer any of their thoughts 
about the work that we did.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilwoman, I think it would be appropriate to continue discussion.  This might 
be an appropriate time.  On the other hand, if there are floor amendments, that would be appropriate time, 
as well.  Is there any further discussion? 
Councilwoman Woolridge? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: Thank you, Mr. President.  And I would like to offer a floor amendment.  
In the section for members of the immediate family, and Councilwoman Ward Pugh’s legislation, it says 
"family member." I propose and would like for us to -- my motion is that we change this back to the original 
language in the ethics ordinance.  I can read that original language if you like or if you think I should.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilwoman, I think for clarity, it would be useful if you did.   
 
 COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: All right.  Members of the immediate family.  A parent, a sibling, a 
spouse, living in a household or any person who is a member of the metro officer's household or a person 
claimed by the metro officer or a metro officer's spouse as a dependent for tax purposes.  And that's my 
motion.  I move that motion.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: You make that in the form of a motion.  Is there a second? 
Councilwoman that item dies.   
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: Second.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: By the hair of your chinny -- your mustache.  The item's been made and seconded.    
The item is before us.  All in favor of the amended definition of family that Councilwoman Woolridge 
proposed, say -- 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: I'd like a roll call vote.  But did I miss the chance to speak against it? 
PRESIDENT OWEN: You may if you want the floor, you may respond to that.   
COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: I'm sorry if I missed that opportunity.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: I should have provided you that opportunity.   
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Thank you.  Colleagues, I do appreciate that this document isn't perfect.  I would encourage you, implore 
you to not support this.  The definitions that were proposed from the two competing ordinances, one was 
to leave it as the status quo covering around six different entities.  The other one proposed was the code 
of ethics for the state executive branch, which was about 19 to 20 entities.  What the committee 
unanimously voted for was the compromise of about 11 to 13 entities.  And I'll remind you that that with 
the exception of the language about anyone in your household, it mirrors the state legislative definition 
and came to being in the early 90s as a result of Bob trot.  So I would ask you to consider that the 
definition that we are -- that the unanimously has been presented to you is the more appropriate and fitting 
definition for a legislative body.  And I urge you to vote against this amendment.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. King, did you want to respond? 
Did you want to address Councilwoman Woolridge's floor amendment? 
 
COUNCILMAN KING: Yes.  I wondered.  I see we have the county attorney here present.  I just wondered 
if maybe he could interpret for me, if not for others, the substantive difference between the version that 
came out of committee under family member and the previous definition I guess as a member of 
immediate family that we'd be going back to.  I'm trying to understand if that's what the motion is.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Lemme, may you respond to Mr. King's question? 
MATTHEW LEMME: Thank you, Mr. President.  Madam Clerk, for the record I'm Matthew Lemme, 
Assistant Jefferson County Attorney for County Attorney Mike O'Connell.  To begin, one of the most 
significant differences between the two would be that of a metro officer's child.    
Under the existing ordinance, it is a child living in the metro officer's household that is covered.  In the 
amended version of an adult child, for example, that's not living in the household is covered, as well.   
The language, a parent, sibling, spouse or -- living in the metro officer's household, this became an issue 
far more complicated than I would have anticipated and it became a matter of not law but comma 
placement for which I called upon Dr. Tom Pace from John Carroll University, an English professor there, 
to inquire as to the effect of this comma placement.  A parent, sibling, living in the household.  Does this 
require that the parent or sibling or spouse be living in the metro officer's household to be included? 
And it was the opinion, his opinion based upon comma placement that, yes, this will be required.  It is 
likely not what was intended but that that is the meaning.  What the new one provides that is different is it 
adds father-in-law, mother-in-law, son-in-law, daughter-in-law, grandparents and it makes clear that any 
person who is a member of the household, regardless of their relationship, regardless of whether they are 
a dependent is included and it includes all dependents for tax purposes of either the metro officer or their 
spouse whether or not living in the household.    
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN:  Thank you Mr. Lemme, any other discussion? 
If not, Mr. King? 
 
COUNCILMAN KING: Yeah, I guess -- 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Fleming, I'm coming to you.   
 
COUNCILMAN KING: But the term family member is in the version that came out of committee.  The term 
member of immediate family is what we'd be going back to.  And would we need to then, throughout this 
document, change the phrasing from "family member" to "member of immediate family"? 
I'm saying if we go back to the old definition, does it then cause us to have to find that word globally 
throughout the document and fix that? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Lemme? 
MR. LEMME: Thank you.  Mr. President.  When the document was amended yesterday in committee, the 
effect of that amendment is throughout the ordinance wherever it said immediate family, immediate -- 
through the ordinance, we struck the word immediate all the way through.  If we were to amend back, we 
will have to -- the amendment will have the effect of unstriking the word immediate throughout the 
ordinance.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Fleming? 
COUNCILMAN FLEMING: I'm sorry, Mr. President, but I think we have a good singer in the chamber.  I'm 
sorry, Mr. President -- 
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PRESIDENT OWEN: Did you want to address? 
 
COUNCILMAN FLEMING: Yes, sir, I did.  I apologize.  I wanted to -- I want to make a statement that I 
guess the workgroup worked for quite a few months and then brought this discussion to the committee.  
To look at all these elements,  not just the family definition but all this.  And to bring it on the floor without 
really being aware of this.  I understand they're trying.  But what the intent is but then again, I think what at 
least Councilwoman Ward-Pugh, and I don't want to speak for her, but I think she would have to agree 
and I have to commend her for being really transparent and getting the documents out in a timely manner 
to make sure that we were all familiar with what's going on and having something like this come in is like 
okay we discussed this thoroughly in the work group.  We discussed this in the committee and there was 
ample opportunity for this type of definition to be flushed out.  I think that this definition will basically set us 
apart to be almost like we're above things.  Because why is the state having -- they got two definitions as 
the Councilwoman mentioned.  One is more inclusive, the other ones are more narrow.  And that's what 
the Councilwoman, I and others agreed to in terms of trying to find a common ground with this.  And we 
accepted that and we came to a conclusion.  So, if we sit back and we look at this definition that's being 
proffered at this particular time, to me it just puts us on a plateau that we don't need to be I guess almost 
be untouchable.  It might be a poor use of words, but it just sets a bad precedent, given that there's many 
other entities and organizations that have a little more inclusive of the definition in there.  And I think we 
need to be more transparent and accountable to the public.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Mr. Fleming. Councilwoman Butler? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN BUTLER: Thank you, Mr. President.  I was a member of that workgroup that met for 
several Mondays for several hours each Monday.  I just want to remind everyone that the workgroup 
version came out with the current definition because we could not come to a consensus.  So, it was 
changed last night, just to remind everyone.  It's not necessarily new to have this definition.  That's always 
been there.  It's always been discussion.  I know the amendment has been out there for a week or so.  But 
I don't think anyone had ever truly brought it to the floor and asked everyone at one time.  This will give 
everyone an opportunity to vote.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Johnson.  Thank you, Councilwoman.   
COUNCILMAN JOHNSON: I would like to call the question. 
PRESIDENT OWEN: There are other people who have asked to speak.  Any objections to calling the 
question? 
COUNCILMAN HEINER: Object.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Okay.  There is no second for calling the question.  Then let's proceed.  Mr. King? 
COUNCILMAN KING: I would like to hear from the chair of the committee that led this a little bit more 
discussion about the significance of this vote that I'm getting ready to make.   
If we're talking about an adult child or an in-law, I just don't understand why it's become a bone of 
contention.  And I really would like to hear a little more discussion on that.  Maybe they don't want to 
discuss it any further.  But I'm really confused why this is so significant.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilwoman Ward-Pugh, would you like to respond to Mr. King? 
 
 COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: I'd be glad to, Mr. President.  What I would say back to that is the 
same thing.  I don't understand, and the committee voted unanimously on this last night, we don't 
understand what is the significance of including as a part of your immediate family or as just your family 
your mother-in-law, father-in-law, daughter in-law, son-in-law, grandparent and grandchild.  Again, we 
have accepted the definition that the Kentucky state legislature has.  There are other legislatures that 
don't include this many, and there are others that include more.  This purely is a belief that as in matters of 
hiring and firing, nepotism, contracts and stuff that these folks belong in or on a disclosure statement if 
you are involved in some way with them or they with you as a metro officer.   
I'll remind you that just tonight, we've added a disclosure per your amendment, if you sit on the board of a 
nonprofit, and, yet, I just don't understand why putting -- disclosing that your mother-in-law, father-in-law, 
son-in-law, daughter-in-law, who typically are close to you, grandparent or a grandchild, disclosing that 
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information or that relationship.  It doesn't mean you can't -- they can't be a metro employee.  This was -- I 
believe it's an improvement.  I believe it makes sense.  I believe it is right for now.  I'm not suggesting that 
in the future we may not continue to add others, not that I'm going to be leading that charge, I'm not.  But I 
think that, again, this is what our state legislative branch has.  I think that it is fair.  I tried to broker a 
bipartisan document that the majority of this body can sign.  And I'm trusting that that will remain the case.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  Mr. King? 
 
COUNCILMAN KING: Thank you, Councilwoman.  I know I'm trying to oversimplify this, but I can't believe 
that we have to -- I guess what I'm trying to understand here is, really, is there something here on this list 
that really bothers someone? Is it the mother-in-law or the father-in-law, the son-in-law? 
I mean, I guess I'm really trying to understand what the significance of that is.  The previous list had your 
parents, it had your brothers and sisters. it had your spouse, any children living in your household or any 
person who was in your household or any person that you claimed as a dependent for tax purposes.  And, 
really, it just boils down to, it seems like just a very few people in your family that aren't included already.  
And I guess I just don't quite understand again why this is -- if there's a particular aspect of this that I'm 
missing, I would appreciate someone enlightening me.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. King, was your question addressed to Councilwoman Ward-Pugh? 
 
COUNCILMAN KING: I did not address it to anyone. There are 26 people in this chamber and anyone that 
wants to talk about it can talk about it.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: There are several other people who have asked to speak in order.  Councilwoman 
Woolridge? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: Thank you, Mr. President.  I'm going to need to amend my 
amendment.  And let me try to explain, and the county attorney's office is here.  We said in this ordinance 
we would have to go through it and take immediate every place in this particular ordinance, so what I 
would like to do is amend my ordinance to strike out "immediate".  But I am looking for at least 14 votes on 
this particular amendment.  Now, if I can't amend this at this particular time, I will wait and come back and 
strike out immediate.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilwoman, just on the face of it, it seems more appropriate perhaps to withdraw 
your original motion if you can get the permission of the second.   
COUNCILMAN KING; I'll second her motion to amend.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: She's amending.   
COUNCILMAN KING: Take the word immediate out.   
COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: I want to take the word immediate.  It would read the same.  Members 
of family.   
COUNCILMAN KING:  I'll second that motion.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Lemme, do you have that? And Madam Clerk? 
 
CLERK: Yes, sir.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: We have other people who wish to speak.  Mr. Kramer? 
 
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: If I'm following that change, that change doesn't impact the individuals, though.  
In response, I'm not sure if Mr. King was asking why it was so important for the committee to include these 
individuals or if Mr. King was asking why is it so important that people take these names off? 
 
COUNCILMAN KING: I'll accept arguments in either direction.   
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COUNCILMAN KRAMER: I'm hoping to answer his question in one shape or form.  As a member of the 
work group, when we sat down and we looked at what a family member is,  I and as were several others 
on the committee, were concerned that -- I raised a son whom I am very proud of to the age of almost 22 
years now.  He is away at college and will be coming home soon, I hope, once he finishes his master's 
degree.  And he will no longer be living in my household.   
Under the definition that we have before us, he would no longer be a family member of mine.  Now, 
there's something about saying to my son "you're no longer a family member" that's just disheartening to 
me.   My grandmother would no longer be a family member of mine. 
And so what we were trying to do is recognize in this definition that which we all know to be true . 
These are immediate family members were really where the discussion began.   I know there was 
discussion about taking out the word immediate or leaving it in.  But the discussion was around who really 
is family? I personally want to forever consider my son my family.  And I think since that's true, it's 
appropriate that I disclose on any documents or any benefit that may accrue to my son, I think that the 
community has a right to know that this child is and forever will be my son.  
When it comes to nepotism, I don't think that he stops being my son just because he doesn't live in my 
household.  And so I think the community has a right to know that this is my son  
and that this is my grandmother. 
Now, having said that, the question again was:  Why these? 
And the answer why these?  The answer to why these, is because there are some of us on the committee 
who would like to have seen recognition that families are broader even than this definition.  Step brothers 
and step sisters, half brothers and half sisters. 
In the world that we currently live in, families do not look like families did when I was but a wee child.  And 
I would love for this definition to recognize what the families look like of the young women that I teach.  
In truth, in that committee, we couldn't get to that kind of a broad definition.  We, in committee, agreed that 
even though we couldn't get to that broad of a definition, one that truly recognizes what a family today 
looks like, this at least moves us in a better direction and it at least captures those people that we in every 
instance recognize as our own family members, our children and our grandparents and a few of the 
others. And so I hope that is satisfactory answer to some as to why these are so important to us.  Again, if 
folks want to open it up and we can add more.  I can promise you there are some of us who consider our 
families far more broadly than the definition that we've been able to agree to this evening.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Mr. Kramer.  Councilwoman Shanklin? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN SHANKLIN: Yes.  I just want to respond to Jim's comment about the intention.  I think 
it's because I do have a grandson who works here, and this has really been a problem from day one for 
some of you.  And whether you know it or not, I did have opinion from the HR, I got opinion from the 
Ethics Commission, and I still have a copy of this opinion.  And it says that as long as that person does 
not live in your household, he does not -- I do not carry him on my taxes, a grandson is not considered a 
part of your immediate family.  And so, you know, and as this started, I noticed you had a long list of 
people -- cousins and everything else it seems like.  And then as it got down to the very end, it was only 
grandparent and grandchild put in there.  And I had a concern about it, which I approached the sponsor, 
and I still don't like it because from day one, I haven't done anything wrong.  I followed the rules of Metro 
Council.  And I feel like that just to put that in there was -- it makes my constituents think that I did 
something, I broke the law.  Now, you guys are going to grandfather this person in to help me.  Well you're 
not doing me a favor.  So that's the way I feel about it.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Councilwoman Shanklin.  Councilwoman Ward-Pugh.   
 
 COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Thank you, Mr. President.  I just want to respond to that.  I would 
offer -- I was the sponsor of the compromise.  I'm one of those people that would be willing to accept all 
19.  It's not my choice that we left off sister-in-law, brother-in-law, stepfather, stepbrother, step mother, 
step sister, half brother and half sister.  As the sponsor of the compromise, I'm saying to my colleague 
from District 2, I'm for all 19, which includes grandkids as well as stepsons and others.  So I just want to 
be clear that that, again, we believe that we came up with a definition that the vast majority of Metro 
Council members would support.  I'm not interested and I don't think anyone is interested in having a party 
line vote.  Ethics has no party.  And this has been languishing long enough for folks to have understood 
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what we can or can't do or to get comfortable where we are or not.  I have no knowledge.  As a matter of 
fact, what I would offer is one of the floor amendments tonight is specifically to ensure to the public -- and I 
told my colleague from District 2 I would stand up and say this publicly wherever I could, the floor 
amendment is further fortifying or bolstering the exemption that she may have with her -- what will become 
a family member, that it is not our intention to capture anyone who's currently employed, that I am aware 
that there is no violation.  There is every intention of trying to make it very public that there is no violation.  
And so I'm a bit on some level, a lot, disappointed that every effort that we continue to make towards 
reminding the public and others that there is no violation and we aren't interested in pointing that out, that 
that just never seems to satisfy what we are doing here.  If someone wants to make an amendment that 
we add all 19, I'll be a yes vote on that.  Thank you.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: All right, colleagues, any other discussion on Councilwoman Woolridge's floor 
amendment? Yes, Mr. Heiner? 
 
COUNCILMAN  HEINER: Thank you, Mr. President.  I just say concerning this amendment, this vote is 
really not directed at any one person.  This is about the next 50 years.  It's not about this year.  But how 
can we have the maximum level of transparency for the next 50 years? 
I think what the committee has done is really historic work, is a major step forward.  I think it will make 
ultimately for better controls, has nothing to do with today.  So I would urge my colleagues to vote against 
this amendment because it is a step backward in transparency.  And I think all of us, we've come together 
on improving transparency several times in the last couple years, and I think the committee's done 
excellent work and I would hope that we would keep it.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Mr. Heiner.  Mr. King? 
COUNCILWOMAN HAMILTON: Did you see me registered, Mr. President, I'm sorry.    
I did not see you registered, Councilwoman.   
COUNCILWOMAN HAMILTON: I requested to speak.  Yes, I'm on that item.  I thought I was.  But 
anyway.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Okay, I'll come to you, as soon as Mr. King, who had registered responds or 
comments.   
 
COUNCILMAN KING: Mr. President Mr. President, I was merely going to -- we've been talking about this 
for a while, and there was a pending amendment on the amendment before you take up your voice vote 
on the full amendment.  And I wanted to remind the chair that we still need today do the voice vote on her 
amendment to the amendment prior to taking up the full amendment.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  All right.  Councilwoman, did you wish to speak? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN HAMILTON: I'm going to try, thank you, Mr. President.  I think I had a question.  And I 
know that you all said that the committee attempted a compromise.  No one's ever going to be happy, or 
no one's ever going to get everything they want when they attempt to compromise.  So I guess what I'm 
trying to find out when we're talking about family members, what are we being held accountable for? 
And responsible for? Are we talking about hiring? Firing? Nepotism? Things like that, right? 
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Lemme, would you like to respond to that question? 
MR. LEMME: Thank you, Mr. President.  Members of the council, where you'll see this definition is in 
Sections 21.02, 21.03 and 21.04 of Chapter 21.  21.02 refers to standards of conduct.  21.03 are 
requirements for your annual financial disclosure.  And 21.04 is nepotism.   
As you look through, especially in standards of conduct, nearly every paragraph has reference to family or 
prior to the amendment to immediate family.  In some places it has an operative function, but as one 
example it has none.  In 21.02 B, no metro officer shall use or attempt to use his or her official position to 
secure unwarranted privileges or advantages for himself, herself, members of his family or other persons.  
In that particular case, the reference to family could be stricken entirely because it doesn't permit one to 
give unwarranted privileges to anyone.   
In financial disclosure, for example, persons with business interests, doing business with Metro 
Government, the location of property that may be the subject of zoning and so on, those are things that 
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are currently required under your annual financial disclosure, and this will just extend the number of 
related persons that a metro officer would have to disclose.  And under the nepotism -- 
COUNCILWOMAN HAMILTON: Excuse me.  That's if you have financial dealings with these individuals, 
right? 
 
MR. LEMME: That is one such example.  Financial dealings with Metro Government.  It has to do with the 
location of property, the things that are on financial disclosure.  Standards of conduct, all of the standards 
of conduct relate to any metro officer using their official position to gain benefits for themselves, for others.  
That's the function.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  Thank you.  Colleagues, are we ready to move toward a procedure that will 
deal with Councilwoman's -- yes, Mr. Ackerson? 
You did not chime in here.   
 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: I would like to jump in here just a moment, if I may, Mr. President.  I'd like 
to ask Mr. Lemme a question in regard to nepotism, the definition we have in there now.  As I read those 
21.04 A, B, C it does not -- nepotism does not preclude us from hiring an immediate family member 
regardless of what definition we use.  It only says, at least if I'm misreading it, please correct me, that you 
cannot give that person preference of employment under A or B, you can't pay them more than what you 
would pay a similar person.  Or, C, that you can't actually directly manage or supervise.  So as I 
understand the current matter before us, is you can hire your wife.  You can hire your mother.  You can 
hire anybody you want to provide that you don't discriminate here.  That you don't give that person 
preference over others.  Am I misreading this, Mr. Lemme? Or correct me up? 
 
MR. LEMME: The exceptions would be direct management or supervisory authority, which is contained in 
paragraph C.  I hope I was recognized, Mr. President, before I began to speak.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: I did say Mr. Lemme.   
 
MR. LEMME: Under subsection D, that reads after the effective date of the sub-chapter, a member as it 
currently reads of the immediate family of the mayor, member of Metro Council, county attorney, sheriff, 
clerk, coroner, survey or and constable shall not be appointed to such an elected person's office. 
Those are the restrictions.  But Councilman you're correct that this doesn't preclude employment in Metro 
Government.  It would preclude employment with the elected official's office or any position under their 
direct supervision.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  Any other questions? 
We're ready now to move toward a voice vote if I understand correctly on the amendment to 
Councilwoman Woolridge's floor amendment which removed the word immediate.  All in favor of removing 
the word "immediate" from Councilwoman Woolridge? 
 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: Roll call.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: We're only dealing with the word immediate.   
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: I am sorry.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: All in favor of removing the word immediate from the floor amendment that has 
been put forth by Councilwoman Woolridge? 
All in favor say aye? 
MOST: AYE 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Opposed? 
FEW: No.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: I think the ayes have it.  We have removed the word immediate.  Now we have the 
floor amendment before us.    
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COUNCILMAN KING: Mr. President, may I ask one last question? 
I just want to make sure I understand this.  With respect to any family member that is currently 
employed -- and I'm bringing this up merely because we're getting into the definition of nepotism in item C.  
Because we are changing the definition of family member, it will apply, this 21.04 C will now apply to more 
people in this universe, is that right? 
And therefore to the extent that there is someone who is a metro officer whether it's the mayor or it's 
someone else on our list here if the mayor has a family member that works in his office, that comes under 
the new definition of family, is that person exempt from the new rules that we are creating tonight? 
In their current employment? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Lemme? 
 
MR. LEMME: Without an amendment that I drafted earlier, then they would not be excluded.  So you're 
correct that if there's not an amendment made, then this would apply to such person who is currently 
employed.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilwoman Ward-Pugh? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Thank you, Mr. President.  I alluded to this earlier and I will answer this 
now.  Floor amendment No. 1 tonight -- 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: That you proposed? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: That I'm proposing with Mr. Downard is to the portion 21.04 nepotism.  
It amends that action, those sections to exempt or exclude people from the point forward of passage of 
this ordinance of this.  Because the committee was unanimous in its commitment that it move forward.  It 
did not go back.  We are not after capturing people somehow by expanding this in a negative way.  This is 
from this time forward as Mr. Heiner said for the next 50 years they will be exempt once we pass this floor 
amendment.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilman King? 
 
COUNCILMAN KING: Then my vote on this amendment that's been proposed by Councilwoman 
Woolridge to some extent is contingent upon the passage of a future floor amendment.  And I hope that 
the future floor amendment passes because if I vote against her amendment and this one doesn't pass, 
then I'm maybe in a position to make a motion to reconsider if her motion fails and I may have to do that.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: We're ready now, Mr. Fleming, you have asked to speak.    
 
COUNCILMAN FLEMING: I will be very brief.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Gosh, I don't see you here.   
 
COUNCILMAN FLEMING: I'll be very brief in respect to Councilman King's, Councilwoman Ward-Pugh 
and I discussed this and I think on the Republican side, we've agreed with the definition of the floor 
amendment.  So from our perspective, I don't think there is an issue.  We're agreeable to that.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilwoman Green, did you wish to be recognized? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN GREEN: Yes, I did.  Thank you, Mr. President.  You know, I've been sitting here 
listening to the information.  We have worked really, really hard this year, I believe, both parties to do 
good bipartisan legislation.  We've had the work committee to work on this.  We have discussed the 
amendments in our own caucuses.  Now, for us to come along and do some, well, I'm not going to go 
there, but I think that we want to stay transparent.  I think that's what's going to make this process work.  I 
think that if this has been discussed, I'm not quite understanding why tonight -- why this is happening.  
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We've discussed this in our caucus and it never came up that there would be an amendment other than 
the floor amendments that were told to us.  So I would encourage us to stick with the bipartisan document 
that's been produced.  Certain folks it's already been said that they won't be affected.  And I will be voting 
for the document that's here.  And I would hope that we could get away from shenanigans and political 
shenanigans.  Thank you.    
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Any other comments before we vote on Councilwoman Woolridge's floor 
amendment? All right.  This can be a voice vote.   
 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: Roll call.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: There has been a request, Madam Clerk, for a roll call on Councilwoman 
Woolridge's floor amendment.    Madam Clerk? 
 
Voting Result: CW Woolridge Amendment  
JUDY GREEN: NO 
BARBARA SHANKLIN: YES 
MARY WOOLRIDGE: YES 
DAVID TANDY : NO 
CHERI BRYANT HAMILTON: YES 
GEORGE UNSELD: YES 
KEN FLEMING: NO 
PRESIDENT TOM OWEN: NO 
TINA WARD-PUGH: NO  
JIM KING: NO 
KEVIN KRAMER: NO 
RICK BLACKWELL: NO 
VICKI WELCH: NO 
BOB HENDERSON: YES 
MARIANNE BUTLER: YES 
KELLY DOWNARD: NO 
GLEN STUCKEL: NO  
JON ACKERSON: YES 
HAL HEINER: NO  
STUART BENSON: NO 
DAN JOHNSON: YES 
ROBIN ENGEL: NO 
JAMES PEDEN: NO 
MADONNA FLOOD: YES 
DOUG HAWKINS: NO 
BRENT ACKERSON: YES 
 
 
CLERK: There are 10 yes votes, 16 no votes.  For brevity the yes votes are Council members Shanklin, 
Woolridge, Hamilton, Unseld, Henderson, Butler, Jon Ackerson, Johnson, Flood and Brent Ackerson.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  The floor amendment fails.  Are there any other amendments to the 
item that's before us? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Yes, Mr. President.  Thank you.  I'd like to offer one of my first of two 
floor amendments.  This one is proposed on Page 12 and 13 of your document.  It is under 21.04 on No. 
D, I'm sorry on the letter D.  We are adding two things to the last sentence.  I will start there at the last 
sentence.  Currently it reads "any members of the family of the metro officers named in this section, 
employed or serving in a position within the office of such metro officer on the effective date of this 
sub-chapter" and we want to add "or amendments thereto" shall be excluded from the prohibition 
contained in this section including its amendments and I move that floor amendment.   
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PRESIDENT OWEN: Is there a second? 
COUNCILMAN JOHNSON: Second.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  The floor amendment is before us.  Any discussion? 
Yes, Councilwoman? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Mr. President and colleagues.  This is the amendment I referred to that 
specifically excludes people who are currently employed who may now become be considered a member 
of the metro officer's family after this is passed. Again this is to protect them and to exclude them if they 
are currently employed.  I would appreciate your support.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: This floor amendment can be done with a voice vote.  Yes, Mr. Downard, I'm sorry.  
Is your microphone on? 
 
COUNCILMAN DOWNARD: We have several thousand employees in this city.  The committee had no 
idea how many people this would apply to that are currently employed and had no intent to apply it to any 
one of those 7 or 8,000 people.  There are many.  And I'm sure there are multiple times that this occurred.  
We wanted to set forward a transparency and an ethics ordinance that would go forward, as somebody 
said, for the next 30, or 40, or 50 years.  We didn't care what happened the last 30 or 40 or 50 years, 
those days are gone.  This is a very specific thing that the committee unanimously requested the county 
attorney to document the wording.  We would have done it last night, we didn't know how to word it.  He 
documented the wording to make sure it was very clear.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Okay.  Thank you.  Any questions about this? 
Councilwoman Hamilton? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN  HAMILTON: I wanted to ask the sponsor about the amendments to the wording 
thereto.  You're not talking about amendments tonight or amendments in the future? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Might I refer to Mr. Lemme? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Yes, Mr. Lemme? 
 
MR. LEMME: The original language of this where persons already employed when the sub-chapter went 
into effect, this is when the entire chapter was adopted, proposed merger.  And with the new definition, it 
adding new members, and we're referring only to the enactment of the sub-chapter, it is strongly arguable 
that that relates back to the adoption of the ordinance and not to the amendments.  What the amendment 
on nepotism provides is that the effective date of the sub-chapter or the effective date of the amendment.  
And those will be two different dates and there can even be subsequent dates with subsequent 
amendments.   
 
COUNCILWOMAN HAMILTON: Okay, thank you.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Your question answered? 
Any other questions of Councilwoman Ward-Pugh's floor amendment? We're ready for a vote? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Roll call vote.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Roll call vote has been requested, Madam Clerk.   
 
Voting Result: CW Ward-Pugh Amendment – Nepotism – Section 21.04  
JUDY GREEN: YES 
BARBARA SHANKLIN: ABSTAIN 
MARY WOOLRIDGE: NO 
DAVID TANDY : YES 
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CHERI BRYANT HAMILTON: YES 
GEORGE UNSELD: YES 
KEN FLEMING: YES 
PRESIDENT TOM OWEN: YES 
TINA WARD-PUGH: YES 
JIM KING: YES 
KEVIN KRAMER: YES 
RICK BLACKWELL: YES 
VICKI WELCH: NOT VOTING 
BOB HENDERSON: YES 
MARIANNE BUTLER: YES 
KELLY DOWNARD: YES 
GLEN STUCKEL: YES  
JON ACKERSON: YES 
HAL HEINER: YES  
STUART BENSON: YES 
DAN JOHNSON: YES 
ROBIN ENGEL: YES 
JAMES PEDEN: YES 
MADONNA FLOOD: YES 
DOUG HAWKINS: YES 
BRENT ACKERSON: YES 
 
CLERK: There are 23 yes votes, one no vote from Councilwoman Woolridge and one abstention from 
Councilwoman Shanklin.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN:  The floor amendment passes.  Any other floor amendments? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Yes, sir, Mr. President.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Yes.   
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: I have a second floor amendment that I mentioned earlier. It’s 
proposed amendment to Section 21.01 on Page 19 of your document under "complaints." The 
amendment is to subsection A under written complaints.  At the end, we are adding this sentence, "the 
Ethics Commission shall have no jurisdiction to consider a complaint against a person unless that person 
is employed as a metro officer." and I move that amendment.   
 
COUNCILMAN KING: Second.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: There is an amendment made and seconded.  Any discussion? 
Councilwoman Ward-Pugh? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: In an effort again to reach out to some of our colleagues who pointed 
out that once a metro officer is no longer employed by Metro Government or a metro officer, whether it be 
one day or one year or ten years didn't seem fair or fitting that that person would still be bound by a code 
of ethics in a prior position.  And so in an effort to reach out and include more people in the passage of 
this supporting the ethics ordinance, we have unanimously offered this for consideration so that only as 
long as you're a metro officer are you bound by the code of ethics.  No more, no less.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  Any other? Yes, Councilwoman Butler? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN BUTLER: Thank you, Mr. President.  I believe Councilwoman Ward-Pugh was trying to 
make me more comfortable with this.  My comfort level is still not there because these words are still in 
there.  Or within one year of the date of the occurrence was discovered or in the exercise of reasonable 
care should have been discovered.  That's my stickler point.  I don't know if someone brings a charge up 
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five years after it happened if you can remember what happened five years ago.  I mean that's just very 
difficult to do.  And that's why I'm not comfortable with this language they have.  I like what you've added, 
but I'm still not comfortable with that other section.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilwoman Ward-Pugh, if you'd like to respond to that concern.   
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Thank you Mr. President. I appreciate that.  What I'll say is that we 
may just disagree about this, but I think that the charge of the Ethics Commission is to determine whether 
or not the facts as presented whether a person remembers it or not, I mean that's part of their job.  I 
personally and I'm hoping a majority of the members here believe that as long as you're an officer, 
whether somebody brings up something three years ago or six years ago, we still should be subject to 
accounting for or responding to that charge.  So we may just have a disagreement on that.  But 
sometimes in the course of impropriety, some people might be better at hiding things than others.  And I 
don't think that negates the opportunity to account for that activity.  And on the other hand to argue 
effectively that it wasn't a violation because somebody has taken it out of context.  But I believe no matter 
how long, as long as you're still here, you should be.  So we may just disagree on that.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: We have the floor amendment before us.  Any other discussion? 
If not -- 
 
COUNCILWOMAN HAMILTON: Mr. President? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Yes.   
 
COUNCILWOMAN HAMILTON: I have a question.  Was there any lesser time frame considered? 
I know this whole thing is a matter of compromise.  But six months? Was that considered by the 
committee? I like the part about, the last sentence, which you're adding, which is different from what the 
committee approved last night.  Like somebody mentioned it's hard to know what happened eight months 
ago.  I mean a year ago.  I think six months would be a reasonable time frame.  I was just wondering if 
that had been considered.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilwoman Ward-Pugh? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Thank you, Mr. President.  It was, actually.  We had folks who were 
looking at six months and other folks who were looking at two years.  Some as even beyond the time you 
were a metro officer, which is what this last sentence satisfies.  So, again, the one year of the date was a 
compromise between the six months and the two years.  What I would ask my colleagues in district five is 
if she would be willing to at least vote, since she and my other colleague from District 15 would vote to 
add this because they agree to that and then go back if there's an amendment to the other, if you want to 
offer a different time frame than that one year, that we be able to accomplish both of those rather than 
losing my floor amendment, if that's acceptable to anyone.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: I hear no other comments.  The floor amendment is before us.  It's been seconded.  
Are we ready to vote? Yes, Mr. Ackerson? 
 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: Could we repeat the additional amendment that's beyond what the floor 
amendment to us, additional language, what is that? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: The very last sentence has double underlines, the Ethics Commission 
shall have no jurisdiction to consider a complaint against a person unless that person is employed as a 
metro officer.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: You understand, Mr. Ackerson -- 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: I do.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: That is Councilwoman Ward-Pugh's floor amendment.   
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COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: I do.  I have a comment, Mr. President.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Any other discussion? 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: I have a comment.  Discussion, please.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  
 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON:  I think the issue in this ordinance of the one year is a good provision.  
But, really, the one year is meaningless with the additional language of "or in the exercise of reasonable 
care should have been discovered." I mean what does that mean? 
And who's going to decide that? 
And when is that reasonable care language going to be applied? 
Within the first year of this alleged offense? 
Within five years of the alleged offense? 
Within 50 years of the alleged offense? 
I don't know.  And so as far as I'm concerned, we don't have a limitation, because we have left a wide 
open, huge loophole -- well intended.  I understand the motive here.  There is no evil intent in this 
amendment.  But what it has done is given us the security "oh, it's one year.  And I only have to defend 
myself against accusations for the past year.  That's not the case.  I have to defend my actions against an 
attack at any point in time that they feel appropriate and they'll argue reasonable care and someone, I 
assume the commission will decide that reasonable care and I'll be stuck with that.  Now that's a loaded 
gun.  I'm sorry, it is.  And so I would like to move that we -- I make an amendment to the amendment that 
the language or in the exercise of reasonable care should have been discovered be deleted because I 
think this is a great amendment.  But I am scared to death of what this open door will do.  And I don't think 
we want to do that.  I mean, we're public servants here.  There ought to be a time in which you cannot be 
attacked.  There ought to be some date.  And it's just not here.  I respectfully make that motion.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Motion has been made. 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Second. 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: And a second.  Is there discussion on Mr. Ackerson's amendment? 
Yes, Mr. Heiner? 
 
Excuse me, Mr. King , did you wish to speak at this point? 
You were registered.  Or could you defer to Mr. Heiner who wanted to respond directly? 
 
COUNCILMAN  KING: I will speak on that exact point.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: I will come to you.   
 
COUNCILMAN  KING: Essentially I agree with Councilman Ackerson's thoughts on that.  I have a 
continuing concern with one year of the date of the occurrence was discovered.  Because that is also very 
open-ended.  Because how do you know when someone files a complaint if they discovered it last year or 
if they discovered it right before they decide to run against you for election? 
I mean how do you know how all that works? 
I don't quite understand that thought process when we leave things open-ended like that.  I just think your 
point is well taken and I'm going to support your amendment.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Heiner, you wish to speak? 
 
COUNCILMAN  HEINER: I was going to urge the council to vote against the amendment.  If we did find, 
for instance, 18 months that this metro officer used her official position to secure some trip to wherever 
that we didn't know about and we found out about it after 18 months, I think we'd all be outraged.  And that 
would be a cause for the ethics committee to take a look at the situation.  So although it is a higher 
standard and maybe a difficult standard, I'd suggest we stay with what the committee has proposed and 
I'd urge my colleagues to vote no.   
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PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Downard, you wish to speak? 
 
COUNCILMAN DOWNARD: Thank you, Mr. President.  I have to tell you, you sort of look at this thing and 
you think this could be 10 years.  And that does kind of give me some pause for concern.  But I want to 
bring something to your attention.  At the Kentucky League of Cities and the Association of counties, Crit 
Luallen, 400 pages, none of it happened within 12 months of now.  It all happened two, three or four years 
ago.  And it is something that an audit function will never get around to something in the first year.  You 
know that our internal auditor does everything every three years if they're lucky.  The state auditor comes 
in here once every 10 if there is something.  But you're not normally going to have something pop up 
within a year.  I'm going to tell you the other side of this.  I'm concerned about somebody deciding when 
reasonable cause is and when something occurred and whether it was within a year and whether I really 
thought of it now and I found out about it and 11 months from now I turned it in.  I don't know whether we 
have to rely on the ethics commission to have some kind of common sensor or whether we have to take 
out that sentence.  But I am concerned that over time, almost nothing gets found out within a year.  And 
that's the thing that concerns me.  The open-ended part; it really can go on I guess till the end of your life 
as long as you're employed here.  And we're in a problem here.  But I really am concerned about stopping 
it because we wouldn't have known about any of that stuff.  And most of the things that come out never 
happen within a year of the actual occurrence.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Mr. Downard.  Mr. King, you're next, followed by Mr. Fleming and 
Councilwoman Flood.   
 
COUNCILMAN KING: Councilman Ackerson could certainly speak for himself but I don't think he was 
suggesting that we limit it to one year.  I agree with Councilman Downard that an audit will take longer 
than one year and it might not be discovered for three or four years.  And so in that instance, I think the 
language which I'll continue to support because it's in there and I think that it's in the interest of 
transparency we need it, within one year of the date of the occurrence was discovered, I'm fine with that.  
But in the exercise of reasonable care, that is very open-ended and I continue to support Councilman 
Ackerson on that.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Kramer, Councilwoman Flood has asked to speak and then I'll come to you.  
Councilwoman Flood? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN FLOOD: Thank you, Mr. President.  The only thing I was going to ask of my fellow 
colleagues is something that Councilwoman from district 9 just stated.  Can we vote on the first 
amendment to that section before we try to do a second one because I would hate to see the First 
Amendment die with the second amendment if that's the case.    
Can we take one amendment at the time instead of kind of piling on? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Kramer?  
 
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: I don't have a response for Mrs. Flood.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Did you wish to speak? 
 
 COUNCILMAN KRAMER: I did.  I didn't know if we needed to work on her recommendation first.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: You're calling for vote on the amendment. ? 
 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON:  If I could amend the amendment once it's approved.  [Inaudible] I have 
no problem changing that up, but as a part of this, I mean Councilman Downard has well pointed out the  
Crit Luallen incident and the incident I didn't touch allows one year from the date of the discovery of the 
occurrence, which is his 400 pages of two or three years after the fact is covered under here.    
It's just this vague, reasonable care.   
COUNCILMAN FLEMING: Point of order.   
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PRESIDENT OWEN: Yes, point of order? 
COUNCILMAN FLEMING: I think what the Councilman said I agree with, however, I think Mr. Ackerson 
made the amendment.  I think there was a second.  And so that stands.  And so I would agree with her but 
I think if you want to do that, then we can go back and withdraw that suggestion and then we'd be back to 
the original amendment have then we can come back to what Mr. Ackerson's doing.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: But that would require Mr. Ackerson to withdraw.   
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH I withdraw my second. 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: I will withdraw it but I would have to vote against the amendment because 
I don't agree with the amendment as it now stands.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilwoman Ward-Pugh? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: If I may clarify, Mr. Ackerson.  The only amendment is the last 
sentence.  All the other -- 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: We can vote on that.  That's fine.   
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: It's just that last sentence.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Ackerson has agreed to withdraw his motion for now.  And councilwoman, you 
have agreed to withdraw your second.   
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD- PUGH; Yes, sir.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: We now have Councilwoman Ward-Pugh's floor amendment before us.  Is there any 
further discussion? Yes, Mr. Kramer? 
 
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Yes, Mr. chair.  I wonder if I should -- I mean, I withdraw.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Mr. Kramer.   
Any other discussion? 
Are we ready to vote on the floor amendment brought forth by Councilwoman Ward-Pugh? 
And it's been seconded.   
 
All in favor, say aye? 
 
ALL PRESENT: AYE 
Opposed? 
There are none.   
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Thank you.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: The amendment passes.  Are there other floor amendments? 
 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: Mr. President? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: There are two Ackersons with their hands up.  I think Mr. Ackerson the elder.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Johnson, I apologize.  I have not seen your hand up nor are you  registered 
here.  So if you will register, I'll see you better.  You're in the corner of my vision, so you're going to need 
to get registered.  But right now I have a request for the floor from Mr. Ackerson the elder, followed by 
Mr. Ackerson the younger.  And then I see -- but then Mr. Kramer has chimed in.  Mr. Johnson, if you want 
to make a request to speak to make a motion, you're going to need to register here on the machine.  So 
Mr. Ackerson the elder. 
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COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: I just renew my prior motion is we delete from this amendment the 
language "or in the exercise of reasonable care should have been discovered" so I make that motion 
which we discovered earlier. 
 
COUNCILWOMAN HAMILTON: Second.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: For the benefit of us all, is there a second to that? 
Can you read that one more time what you want to delete? 
 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: Yes.  Under the current language in the floor amendment we have here, 
beginning on Line 5 where it says "occurrence was discovered." then after that it says" or, beginning with 
or in the exercise of reasonable care should have been discovered.  That phrase I'm moving to delete 
from the floor amendment which we've adopted the additional amendment to. 
 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: And there is a second.  Mr. Downard, had you seconded that, as well?  
 
COUNCILMAN DOWNARD: Yes.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Ackerson's amendment to the amendment we just passed is before us.  Is there 
further discussion? Mr. Kramer? 
 
 COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Now is the time I wanted to speak to this.  We in 
committee were much concerned about exactly the issue that Councilman King brought forward.  And in 
reference to what some of us saw happening with past ethics complaints.  Our fear was that someone 
would discover an ethics violation or one that they believed was an ethics violation, that they would sit on 
it until just before an election and they would throw that out there and say "oh, look, this person did this." 
and I just found out about it.  Well, if it's six months before the election and you look at what they brought 
forward and you realize that through their office it's likely they became aware of this two years ago but 
they were hanging on to it because it was the middle of the term, we didn't want somebody to find an 
ethics violation, hold onto it for two years and then bring it forward and say "I just discovered this" when 
you could look at the documentation and you could see that a reasonable person in that office with the 
information that comes through that office should have drawn that conclusion over a year and a half ago.  
And so we didn't want somebody to come back later and using this against an elected official so they 
could use it in a very timely manner.  So we were saying if it's obvious, if it's fairly clear to the ethics 
commission that you had access to this information, that you sat on it for over a year and a half in order to 
wait for it to be in your best interest to bring it forward, that the Ethics Commission would have the 
opportunity to say:  Do you know what? We're not playing politics with ethics.  That was the discussion 
around this as an issue.  And my fear -- and I understand Councilman Ackerson's concern.  My fear is if 
we withdraw this language, we absolutely open up the door for that as a potential.  I'm begging my fellow 
Council members, please, as much as I believe in ethics, we are living in a very political world.  I think we 
set ourselves up.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  Mr. Downard. 
COUNCILMAN DOWNARD:  I find myself in agreement with this amendment.  Let me respond to what I 
think you said because as I listened to you within one year of the date the occurrence was discovered.  
And then you said I think we added with all good intention in the exercise of reasonable care to keep 
people from waiting.  Now you're saying that the Ethics Commission was going to say with reasonable 
care you should have known that two years ago.  Well do you know what? 
They can easily say two years ago you should have discovered it, too.  Reasonable care is a really 
unusual term.  From the date of occurrence, somebody is going to have to say -- they're going to have to 
prove that they did find out about it just within the last year that they bring it forward and that's kind of 
hard.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Yes, Mr. Kramer to that? 
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 COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Thank you.  We struggled mightily with exactly what it is the Councilman is 
putting forward and we requested of the county attorney's office what language would be the most 
appropriate in order to do this.  So if I may turn the floor over to Mr. Lemme? 
 
COUNCILMAN DOWNARD:  You didn't tell me I was fighting against the county attorney's office.   
 
  
PRESIDENT OWEN: You were asked to craft the language.  Would you like to defend it?  
 
MR. LEMME: Take the blame, yes, Mr. President.  Must be filed in one year of the occurrence, which is 
the subject of the complaint, or within one year of the date the occurrence in the exercise of reasonable 
care should have been discovered.   
When this was discussed at great length in the ethics workgroup, where I went for this language was the 
civil rules, statutes of limitations.  This is language that is used in bazillion dollar lawsuits.  And the reason 
for that is -- and there are two edges to the sword, and one is if a claim is -- if a complaint is made against 
a person, they may argue as a defense that the time has run.  The response could be the time ran 
because you concealed it.  In accounting practices, in audits, if one is the caretaker, if one has the books, 
they are in the best position to conceal a violation.  And so they may prevent the violation from being 
known for a year and then they can, I guess, expose and laugh at it.  So that's part of what we were trying 
to get to here.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Lemme, go ahead, Mr. King  had a response, I think it may have interrupted 
your line of thought.  Go ahead and proceed if you will, Mr. Lemme.   
 
COUNCILMAN KING: I apologize.   
 
MR. LEMME: If it is concealed, then that is no protection for the violator.  One who is accused can 
respond to a complaint that is more than a year old that in the exercise of reasonable care, this should 
have been discovered.  And that is a question, as Councilman Ackerson mentioned, this is for the Ethics 
Commission.  When those arguments occur before judges all the time in questions of statutes of 
limitations.  That will be for the tryer of fact.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. King, did you want -- 
 
COUNCILMAN KING: I need to apologize for speaking with the mic on there with my thinking out loud.  
What I was trying to say there is that the way this reads is within one year of the date the occurrence was 
discovered.  And so the person with the books can hide it for 10 years.  But once it's discovered, there's 
still another year to file it, the complaint, right? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Are you asking Mr. Lemme a question? 
 
COUNCILMAN KING: I guess I am.  But in opposition to what you're saying, you were saying the person 
could hide it for that time period and then once it was discovered we would be able to file the complaint.   
 
MR. LEMME: Don't have that language in here.  Now, what the reasonable care language does is if one is 
the subject of the complaint and a complaint that is more than a year old, say around election time 
someone brings up a two-year old incident, then the person who is accused is free to argue that this 
wasn't just discovered.  This was known or should have been known two years ago.  And for that reason, 
the limitation has run.  So the exercise of reasonable care should have been discovered is something that 
can be argued by the accused.  It serves as a defense if they are saying that the complaint is untimely.  I 
say the complaint is untimely.  You say "I just found out." the response to that is" you just found out 
because you just wanted to find out because this is election time.  In fact, you knew or should have known 
about this for two years and that's when it should have been brought and the time has run.  So those are 
the two edges to the sword.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Mr. Lemme.  Yes.  Other discussion? Mr. Ackerson? 
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COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: You can tell by the debate the flood gates are open on this issue.  In the 
first place, the language comes from the law.  And the judge who happens to have had four years of 
college, three years, practical experience practicing law makes that decision.  Now you're going give it to 
well-meaning well intended great people who are lay people and don't have -- and have never dealt with 
the reasonable care that should have been discovered.  They've never dealt with that issue.  Every law 
student, every judge, every lawyer knows the case law and how to argue that.  And that judge decides.    
Now you're going to ask lay people to be judges over your ethics.  And then, because the complaining 
party's going to take the position "I didn't discover or couldn't reasonably have discovered it and you are 
going to argue as the charging party to the contrary, what is the commission going to do? 
As a practical matter they're going to give the benefit of the doubt because there's an alleged wrongdoing 
here.  The more loop holes, the more confusion, the more chaos you create in this ordinance the worse is 
going to be for everybody involved.    
It is clear from one year from the date you discovered it, period.  So when did you discover it? 
The commission either accepts that or they say no, you discovered it two years ago.   That is hazy 
enough. 
But now we've got this reasonable care standard.  Whenever you feel like is what the thing ought to say 
because that's what it says right now.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Fleming 
 
COUNCILMAN FLEMING: I just wanted to comment that the comment was made that the commission 
doesn't have a legal background and understanding of the court system and such.  There are several 
attorneys on the commission.  They are quite familiar with the process and procedures.  They are very 
well known people within the community.  So I think to address that that they are not familiar with the 
system I think is not an accurate statement.  I just want to comment real quick is that reasonable care, I 
think I interpret that, that was a defense language for the accused to come back and say "hey, do you 
know what? You should have discovered this or you could have realized this earlier.  And so you need to 
back off and say hey, you don't have a case here." 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  Mr. Kramer? 
 
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Thank you, Mr. Chair.  I mean Mr. President, I'm sorry.  It does allow for a 
defense as Councilman Fleming says to come back you should have known.  More importantly in my mind 
it allows for the Ethics Commission when they received the complaint to look at this and say do you know 
what? 
You're bringing me a complaint.  There is this definition of reasonable care.  Now, I'm not a lawyer, either.  
And I appreciate that Mr. Ackerson has that jurist degree.  And I recognized that judges have a wealth of 
experience.  But with the level of education that I have, sitting on this committee, when the county 
attorney's office came and we asked him to explain to us language that would work, he explained in a 
matter of probably 15 or 20 minutes the different options that we had and we, not lawyers, not judges, we 
understood very quickly the difference between the standards that were being presented to us.  And it was 
not a difficult choice when we understood what it was that we were looking at.  And so I would submit to 
you that first Councilman Fleming is correct in as much as our current Ethics Commission does in fact 
have a couple lawyers that represent the commission.  However, when we crafted this, we weren't looking 
at just the Ethics Commission today.  We understood that there would be Ethics Commissions 10 and 40 
and 60 years from now.  What we would expect -- and I don't think it's an unreasonable expectation -- 
what we would expect is that anybody that this body would approve to be a member of that commission 
would take that position seriously enough that should this be an issue for them, they would seek guidance, 
even if they aren't lawyers themselves, that they would seek guidance.  And we would assume, I think it's 
a safe assumption, that the folks on the ethics commission, would be as capable of understanding the 
guidance as the workgroup was give ten background of the folks that were on this workgroup.  None of us 
as lawyers, none of us with a background in law, all of us with the clear direction of the county attorney's 
office were quickly able to grapple with and understand this definition. it's not something that's so far out 
there that is so difficult that a layperson can't possibly understand it.  Granted, may not get it the first time 
they read it, but we're expecting that the Ethics Commission be folks with enough understanding of their 
responsibility that they could recognize when they need assistance.  And we know that assistance will be 
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afforded them.  So, again, our thought process was this language is not in any way vague or confusing, 
that with the help that we know would be available to them, this made perfect sense.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilwoman Ward-Pugh.  Thank you, Mr. Kramer.   
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Thank you, Mr. President.  Two quick points.  The first one, Mr. Kramer 
mentioned, it is a double edged sword.  And tonight we are going to take a vote on which side of the 
sword you choose.  I'm not saying that one of them is right and wrong.  I just believe there are two sides.  
And we're going to vote on which one you want to be on.  But the second thing to the point is the ethics 
commission are the judges of our ethics.  That's their job.  And that's what they sign up to do.  And we 
know that.  It's always going to be that way in all likelihood based on this ordinance and how they function.  
And so if we can give them guidance, we should.  But at the end of the day, they do judge our ethical 
behavior, whether we agree with that or not.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Councilwoman.  Mr. Tandy followed by Mr. King.   
 
COUNCILMAN TANDY: Thank you, Mr. President.  This is actually a question directed towards 
Mr. Lemme.  I'm trying to recall back -- I mean essentially I think this language about reasonable care 
harkens back to language that we often find when we're dealing with personal injury cases or situations 
where you may have worked in a factory or been exposed to certain elements and then the ailment 
doesn't manifest itself until years later? Can you recall what that language is? Is it a reasonable care 
standard? You may not know any of the other Councilman Brent Ackerson may be able to answer it, as 
well.  Could you shed some light on it for us?  
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Lemme respond, and then if Mr. Brent Ackerson wants to respond to Mr. 
Tandy’s question, then I will allow that.   
 
MR. LEMME: When I addressed this issue at length before the workgroup, all of the cites and sources 
were in front of me and they're not at the moment.  I know I referred to the civil rules and to the language 
in the statutes and limitations to draft this.  My recollection is it was taken directly from it, but I can't cite it 
to you at the moment.  While someone else addresses it, I'll see it if I have it in these files here.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Ackerson, did you want to respond to his question? 
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON: Yes, Councilman Tandy, the standard we refer to is the standard we use 
in medical malpractice claims and things like that.  One year from when you knew or should have known 
of the claim coming to rise, coming to fruition.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Too okay.  Mr. King? 
 
COUNCILMAN KING: Thank you.  Mr. Lemme, I want to compliment you for the great job you've done 
pulling this together.  We're doing a lot of wordsmithing here.  And it's in no way a reflection on you, I hope 
you understand that.  It's really the fact that for people like me, I'm not a lawyer.  And when I read these 
things, I sometimes have difficulty interpreting exactly what the intent was.  And maybe Councilman Jon 
Ackerson could help me think this through with Mr. Lemme because I'm his co-conspirator on this thing, I 
guess.  But in reading this thing, the more I think about it, if the words were flipped in that last phrase 
there where it says "or within one year of the date the occurrence was discovered" if they were flipped to 
read 'Or should have been discovered in the exercise of reasonable care "it's a lot more clear to me as a 
layman, I guess, of what the intent is.  And I'm wondering if with the lawyers in the room, it probably 
doesn't really change the meaning to you, Matt, but for a person like me and maybe a person on the 
Ethics Commission who is not a lawyer reading it would see that differently.  And I wonder if Councilman 
Jon Ackerson has a thought on that.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Ackerson? 
 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: I have a very strong thought on it.  And the other Mr. Ackerson has 
already pointed out along with Matt it's the legal test of a lawsuit.  Medical malpractice, personal injury or 
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anything that has a statute of limitations involved is from the date of occurrence or it should have been 
discovered.  And that's much better language than what we have in here now.  Much better.  In other 
words, the burden is on the party bringing the charge to show why they should not have discovered it.  
Perhaps like Councilman Downard said it was hidden.  That's a good reason why it wasn't discovered.  It 
wasn't disclosed.  And therefore the one year from the date of the occurrence wouldn't apply because it 
should have been discovered.  I am much more comfortable with that legal standard than this reasonable 
care.  The courts don't even, that I'm aware of, use that standard in any of their statutes, in their 
applications of the statutes of limitations on bringing actions.  So it's much stronger language why we 
spent a lot of time on this, it's much better language.  And if I were a smarter lawyer, I probably would 
have thought of it before now is to put in that should have discovered rather than the language that is in 
here now.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. King.   
 
COUNCILMAN KING: Then I would propose with Mr. Ackerson's consent that his amendment to this 
language simply reverse -- be reversed, that the language be reversed today where we say "or should 
have been discovered in the exercise of reasonable care." it solves my problem if it solves your problem.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Ackerson's assent and that is your second.  So without objection, that is the 
floor amendment that we have before us.   
 
CLERK: Could you repeat that, please? 
COUNCILMAN KING: After the word discovered where it says or should have been discovered in the 
exercise of reasonable care.   
 
 CLERK: Okay.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  Colleagues, we're ready.  I see no one else signed up to speak.  We're 
ready to vote on Mr. Ackerson's floor amendment.  All in favor say aye? 
 
ALL PRESENT: AYE 
Opposed? 
There are none.  This floor amendment passes.  Are there any other amendments? 
 
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON:  Mr. President? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Yes.  Mr. Ackerson the younger. 
 
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON:  I've waited patiently.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Your microphone may not be on.   
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON:  Is it on now? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: It is on now and everybody can hear you if you speak directly into it.  Thank you.   
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON :Thank you, Mr. President.  I have an amendment that I would like to 
proffer tonight.  It is an amendment that I did put before the workgroup back on February 17th, an 
amendment that I've discussed.  It's being handed out right now.   
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Point of order, Mr. President? 
 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Ackerson, you have the floor, but I also heard someone.   
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Point of order? 
PRESIDENT OWEN: A point of order? 
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Yes, sir.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Kramer.  We still have the floor amendment No. 2 before us? 
Mr. Ackerson was trying to amend this.  And we voted against the amendment.   
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 PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Kramer is correct.  We have not had a vote on the floor amendment. 
COUNCILMAN KRAMER:  I'm asking only for a point of order.  If Councilwoman Ward-Pugh could remind 
me.  It's possible we may have voted on this.  I'm asking for clarification.   
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: I think we did.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Madam Clerk, I'm looking for sorting it out.   
 
CLERK: I have the motion for item No. 2 as having been voted upon unanimously.  The reason being that 
Councilwoman Flood had requested that that be voted upon first and then Mr. Ackerson withdrew his 
objection so we could do that.  So that's kind of where we are.  And Mr. Ackerson, then, made an 
amendment to item No. 2.   
 
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Thank you, Mr. President.  I believe accuracy has the floor.  Thank you so 
much.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: But I see Mr. Blackwell with one face of consternation if we could resolve that, then 
I'll come to you, Mr. Ackerson.  Sorry for the delay.   
 
COUNCILMAN BLACKWELL: I thought our original vote that was unanimous was on the last line.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: That's correct.   
 
COUNCILMAN KING: And then we worked on it.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Everybody is comfortable.  Mr. Brent Ackerson, you have the floor again.   
 
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON : Thank you.  As I was saying colleagues, this is nothing new.  This is 
something I put before the workgroup back on February 17th, made my intentions known about this issue.  
Something I've discussed in caucus, also.    
This is an amendment that I'm proffering to go along with what we've talked about being inclusion.  This is 
an amendment that will send a message to the Ethics Commission about what we intend for this to cover.  
This is an amendment about equality under the law, including holding everyone to the same standard.  
This is about an amendment about recognizing that there is a 21st Century version of family.  I've heard a 
number of council people talk here.  You've got it before you.  I heard Councilman Fleming talk about 
inclusion and the accountability.  I hope that he will recognize that what I'm proffering here does that.    
I've heard Councilman Kramer talk about recognizing that family has broadened.  And we've heard 
Councilman Heiner talk about for the next 50 years we're looking for something in place that goes beyond 
yesterday but looks to tomorrow.  And so we have a very substantial portion of our population here in 
Metro Government that is not covered under the present definition of family, and that is we have folks that 
are involved in government and folks that work for government that are in committed relationships and 
those committed relationships may not involve marriage.  Those committed relationships may be between 
a man and a woman and it also may be between two men or two women.  That's the reality of the modern 
day 21st Century family.  And that's what we're talking about with this amendment here is recognizing that 
we need to make sure that when we're trying to be inclusive and trying to be open and accountable and 
we’re trying to make sure that everyone is covered equally under the law, because again it is about 
equality under the law, what I'm proposing is that the definition of family that we have already addressed 
before this body should now also include after the word household, there would be a comma, including a 
person who is not a spouse but is in a committed relationship with a metro officer and resides in the metro 
officer's household, end comma.  At the very end of that definition, then, we would define committed 
relationship as "committed relationship as used herein shall mean sharing of income and expenses by 
couples involved in heterosexual and homosexual relationships." 
This definition here recognizes that we are going to cover a very large section of metro employees and 
government elected officials that we may not otherwise be covering.  At this time I would open up the floor 
to any questions.   
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 PRESIDENT OWEN: You've made that in the form of a motion.  And there is a second.  The item is 
before us.  Mr. King, you've asked to speak.   
 
COUNCILMAN HENDERSON: Second. 
 
COUNCILMAN KING: Thank you.  And while I certainly have no problem with the language you've got in 
here, I wonder if it's redundant in light of the phrase "or who is a member of the metro officer's household." 
I wonder if maybe the county attorney could tell us if it is an amplification of existing language? 
Sometimes you amplify existing language and it tends to then limit the existing language.  And I just want 
to understand if it says "who is a member of the metro officer's household" if that doesn't cover a person 
who is not a spouse but is in a committed relationship and resides in the metro officer's household.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Lemme? 
MR. LEMME: Thank you, Mr. President.  When comparing it to the amendment that just passed, I'm not 
sure if that's what the question is.   
COUNCILMAN KING:  I'm sorry, the question is we have an amendment that just passed that says -- I 
think Councilman Brent Ackerson picked up on the fact that we were probably going to pass the other 
amendment.  And so he is further amending that by amplifying the phrase "who is a member of the metro 
officer's household" with his phrase "including a person who is not a spouse." 
And I just wonder if we -- does it really change anything if we vote for his amendment? 
Does it change the effect of the ordinance? 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Lemme? 
 
MR. LEMME: If you simply say "including X" it does not exclude Y and Z.  As I'm reading that, it does not 
appear to add anything to a member of a metro officer's household.  Assuming that your language is any 
member of a metro officer's household.   
 
COUNCILMAN KING: You could vote for it and it wouldn't change anything.  You vote against it, it 
wouldn't change anything.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Let's give Mr. Lemme a chance to see? 
Do you want to look at it briefly, Mr. Lemme,  in front of you so that it's now before you? 
Would that allow you to -- Mr. Fleming, Mr. Downard and Mr. Ackerson again, those are the speakers who 
have lined up in that order.  Yes, Mr. Lemme? 
 
MR. LEMME: As to the language, if the language were not included, simply referring to any member who 
is a member of a metro officer's household, would include those in committed relationships, not in 
committed relationships, whether or not they share expenses, those would all be included.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: I understand.  Mr. King, I'll let you respond.   
 
COUNCILMAN KING: That answers my question, thank you.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  Then let's proceed in order, unless, Mr. Ackerson, you have something 
directly germane to this discussion, this piece of the discussion.  All right.  Go ahead.   
 
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON: Yes, I have something directly germane to Councilman King's question.  
Councilman King, I have done the research.  In looking at the language pertaining to a member of a 
household, which was taken as I presume, from I believe state statute.  The problem that I have found, 
also having a legal background, is that no where in any statute do we define what the member of a 
household is.  Now, here clearly the rest of these folks are blood lineage and things or there's a direct 
marriage relationship, so there's a lot of guidance there.  And so one of the reasons that I looked to 
expand this is so again so we're clear.  One of the reasons we could just say family.  You can't do family 
and not define who is a member of the family.  But clearly what we've attempted to do here is to give as 
much guidance as possible to the folks on the Ethics Commission.  And I think this is just prudent here to 
give them even further guidance in light of the fact that no where in any Kentucky state statute, in any 
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regulation or laws here in the city of Louisville do we define what the member of a household is.  And so 
because we've sort of in our own definition limited it to blood and marriage, we need to further clarify that it 
goes beyond blood and marriage.  That's the 19th Century definition.  We're looking for the 21st century 
definition.  Mr. Heiner again to steal your words, for the next 50 years.    
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  Mr. Fleming you've asked to speak.   
 
COUNCILMAN FLEMING: Thank you, Mr. President.  I just wanted to -- I've got several comments, 
actually.  Household, Mr. Ackerson's concern.  There are no statutes that define households.  Well it's 
very broadly accepted by the U.S. government and the census bureau, household, who is in a household? 
You take an inventory of who is in the household.  You go through and market to products and services, 
who do you talk to? 
You talk to people in the household.  They live in the household.  So you're sitting there and talking about 
legalities, okay, I understand that.  But what is the common sense in that? Do you want a legal beagle this 
thing to death and say this is what it is? 
If you want to do that, then I still have an -- with you about the description of household because you bring 
up a very serious point in terms of confidentiality, privacy and other issues, and that is, when you make a 
statement to say that you want to share the income expenses of couples involved in a viable relationship.  
Let me paint a picture for you.  My wife and I might commit something.  I go in front of the Ethics 
Commission and then we share expenses.  Do you know what? 
They're going to look at my income and everything else I do.  The same thing is going to happen with 
anybody in this chamber, anybody else in this government that you have to prove elements of sharing 
those expenses.  So to say that -- or to put somebody that is the subject of that individual to an Ethics 
Commission that you have to expose everything that you have, I think you're really breaching the line of 
privacy and confidentiality.  I'll reserve comment for later.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Mr. Downard.   
 
COUNCILMAN DOWNARD: Thank you, Mr. President.  I think we're spinning around in a circle here, but 
when we say who is a member of the metro officer's household, it is not self-explanatory.  But then who 
says a person who is not a spouse but is ... and resides, then.  We're adding three or four sentences, 
does anybody not know what a member of a household is? 
The intent -- we worked hard on the committee to make sure we did include the exact people that 
Councilman Ackerson is talking about including.  And if it is easier for him to say that they reside in the 
household, fine.  That's what our intention was, anyway.  But I thought that's what everybody understood.  
So I'm just kind of mystified.  Let me tell you another thing about committed relationships, when you start 
defining things about sharing income and expenses, wow, I know couples who don't share income and 
expenses. I'm sorry, that's the way it is. Now you got to prove that, also. 
So I mean, I think you've raised an issue I guess if it is a legal issue about whether somebody's a member 
of a household, then say reside, because that's what we all intended, anyway.  
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Ackerson, I didn't mean to jump on you, Mr. Downard, jump on your words, 
excuse me, I'm sorry.  
Mr. Ackerson, you may want to respond or amplify or both.  
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON: Yes, sir.  One is again in addressing Councilman Fleming's issue of his 
wife and he, he's worried about exposing his finances.  
Well that's not the case because very clearly she's your wife and very clearly she's covered because she's 
your spouse. What we're trying to do is go beyond. 
And again I've heard you this entire last year and even tonight talk about inclusion, accountability, and 
openness. We let the sunshine in.  
Well, what we're talking about here is a class of individuals who don't fall within the traditional definition of 
marriage or the 19 older definition of family being blood lineage. 
Everything in here says you're married or it's a blood relationship. 
And again for the fact that we don't have it defined, clearly the issue before all of us --  
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Hearing all year, my goodness we need to make this better and we need to include and make this 
inclusive.   And that's what I've heard.  And at first we had all kinds of problem, people saying oh I don't 
want to do that.  And the opposition says no, you people don't want to be inclusive.  You don't want to 
change.  Well the reality is I'm saying we do have a loophole.  Yes, the lawyer in me recognizes that.  I'm 
saying let's be inclusive.  That's what this is about.  And I find it amazing that on one time we talk about 
inclusion but on the other hand it's because of the idea didn't come from a particular party, they want to 
shut it down.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Ackerson, you may want to direct your comments through the chair.   
 
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON: Thank you, Mr. Chair, that's my comments.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  Mr. Benson and then Mr. Fleming.   
 
COUNCILMAN BENSON: Thank you, Mr. President.  To me some people can talk for 10 minutes and 
they could probably say what they wanted to in about five or two or one.  We can make rules that are so 
complicated that somebody would say who wrote this? 
A lawyer.   
And so I don't know that making it more complicated makes it better.  I think sometimes no is no.  Simple 
things that make sense.  Most people -- I mean before -- I mean it was Supreme Court judges who were 
not lawyers.  They have made it in our Kentucky Senate or in our House, they made it so that you have to 
be a lawyer to be a judge.  Now I don't really agree that all judges ought to be lawyers.  Now most people 
want things common sense, make sense, make it simple.  No matter what we do, somebody's going to be 
able to pick it apart.  And so to me, household is a household.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Mr. Benson, you were not directing that to anybody, anyone in particular 
because you have three colleagues that were attorneys.   Thank you.  Mr. Fleming.   
 
COUNCILMAN FLEMING: Thank you, Mr. President.  I appreciate the comments about in terms of e-
transparency ,accountable and inclusion and transparency because that's what I try to strive for.  I think 
the language that's being offered right now is really redundant because I think I'm still accomplishing my 
goals.  I'm still achieving what we're trying to achieve in terms of being inclusive, transparent and 
accountable by the way Councilwoman Ward-Pugh has put the definition in here that includes anybody 
within the household.  That's what it is. 
PRESIDENT:  Thank you.  Now Mr. Brent Ackerson, you've asked to speak?  
COUNCILMAN BRENT ACKERSON: I wanted to call the question, Mr. President.   
COUNCILWOMAN WOOLRIDGE: Second.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Motion has been made to call the question.   
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON: I ask for a roll call vote, please.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Without objection.   
COUNCILMAN HEINER: Objection.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Heiner, you want to speak, then? 
 
COUNCILMAN  HEINER: I heard another objection, as well.  My suggestion here is "a member of" in 
describing the household, if that's not specific enough, I thought Councilman Downard's comments about 
just changing that to "resides in" which is really the only operative piece in everything that we have heard 
from the sponsor of this amendment.  If somebody wanted to make that amendment, change from "is a 
member of" to "resides in "I'm guessing unless the county attorney had a problem with it, I think it means 
the same thing.  But it just seems curious to me that this redundant piece would be added which may 
require disclosure of the nature of the sexual relationship and somehow that has an effect on this 
ordinance? 
I guess I don't understand from the sponsor of this amendment how this somehow broadens 
transparency, other than making a statement, a political statement, I don't understand how it improves the 
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ordinance or makes it more transparent or inclusive.  It seems saying "is a member of the household or 
resides in" covers the entire universe of anyone that would live in that, not just couples.  If it's 50 people 
that live in the residence, they're all covered by the ordinance regardless of the nature of their sexual 
relations.  So I don't really understand where the mover of this is headed other than making a political 
statement.  It doesn't increase transparency or include more people.  So I guess I'd urge voting no on this.  
But I don't -- because I just can't understand the nature.  In somehow it advances the cause of the city.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Mr. Heiner.  Mr. Brent Ackerson, you signed up to speak? 
 
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON: Mr. President I just had a point of order.  The question was called and 
seconded.  And then there was an objection.  But we didn't have a vote upon that.  And Mr. Heiner spoke 
to it.  Again, I called the question.   
COUNCILMAN KING: Second.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  The question has been called for and seconded.  All in favor? 
ALL PRESENT: AYE 
Opposed? 
There are no no votes 
 
 Then the question has been called.  We're ready for a vote on Mr. Ackerson's amendment.  Point of 
order, Mr. Blackwell? 
We have already got that.  In reading it, he added it.  All right.  We're ready to vote on Mr. Ackerson's 
motion? 
Did somebody call for a roll call? 
 
 CLERK: Yes, Mr. Ackerson did.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.   
Madam Clerk? 
 
Voting Result: CM B. Ackerson – amendment on family definition 
JUDY GREEN: YES 
BARBARA SHANKLIN: YES 
MARY WOOLRIDGE: YES 
DAVID TANDY : YES 
CHERI BRYANT HAMILTON: YES 
GEORGE UNSELD: YES 
KEN FLEMING: NO 
PRESIDENT TOM OWEN: YES 
TINA WARD-PUGH: YES 
JIM KING: YES 
KEVIN KRAMER: NO 
RICK BLACKWELL: YES 
VICKI WELCH: YES 
BOB HENDERSON: YES 
MARIANNE BUTLER: YES 
KELLY DOWNARD: NO 
GLEN STUCKEL: NO  
JON ACKERSON: YES 
HAL HEINER: NO 
STUART BENSON: NO 
DAN JOHNSON: YES 
ROBIN ENGEL: NO 
JAMES PEDEN: NO 
MADONNA FLOOD: YES 
DOUG HAWKINS: NO 
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BRENT ACKERSON: YES 
 
 
CLERK: There are 17 yes votes, nine no votes.  Those voting no are council members Fleming, Kramer, 
Downard, Stuckel, Heiner, Benson, Engel, Peden and Hawkins.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  Thank you, Madam Clerk.  The item passes.  Mr. Johnson, I promised 
that I would come your way  , even though I do not see you registered.  I thought I saw your hand up at an 
earlier time? 
 
COUNCILMAN JOHNSON: At the time we were discussing relationships that went with the ethics, and I 
was thinking how ironic it was the two Ackersons were father and son.  That's all I was going to say.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: I think we can proceed.  All right.  We have the ordinance before us.  Item No. 40.  
Sorry you have something? 
 
COUNCILMAN BLACKWELL: Another amendment to propose.  Hopefully won't take as long as maybe 
our others have.  I would like to add on page 3 part of the definition for metro officers where we have on 
No. 9 where we've added a legislative assistant to Metro Council member, I would like to propose that we 
add to that and all staff members that report to either or both caucuses of the Metro Council. 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Second.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: The motion has been made and seconded. 
COUNCILMAN BLACKWELL:  Just briefly, I think it's important -- I do think it's important to have our 
legislative aides involved, as well.  But I also think anyone, any other person who reports to the caucuses 
who has an opportunity to influence our work, influence our decisions, influence the budget process and 
all those kinds of things ought to be covered, as well.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  Any further discussion on this item? 
 
COUNCILMAN HEINER: Just a point much order? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Heiner ? 
COUNCILMAN HEINER: Yes.   Just trying to understand what page we're on and what number we're 
adding? 
COUNCILMAN BLACKWELL: Page 3 and it would be in addition to the current No. 9.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Heiner it reads currently No. 9  a legislative assistant to a Metro Council 
member? Okay.  And Mr. Blackwell for clarification, you're adding? 
 
 COUNCILMAN BLACKWELL: And all staff members that report to either or both caucuses of the  Metro 
Council.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Any further discussion? 
Mr. Fleming. 
 
 COUNCILMAN FLEMING: Just a quick question.  I know we talked about financial impacts in this whole 
process.  And I believe there's total members that are  included in this, five or six is that correct of both 
parties? 
Well, roughly speaking, I think going through my -- just going through what I recall doing a financial 
impact, it still would fall well under a high threshold what we had agreed to originally if the number that we 
originally included we really bumped up.  So I don't think that financial impact would be significant at all 
with this.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  Thank you.  Any further discussion? 
The floor amendment Mr. Blackwell proffered is before us.  All in favor say aye? 
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ALL PRESENT: AYE 
Opposed? 
There are none. The amendment passes.  
We now have item 40 before us.  Yes, Mr. Ackerson.   
 
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON: Yes, Mr. President, I also have one last amendment that I'd like to proffer.  
If we turn to Page 15, we are specifically looking at 21.05 C? 
We're looking at Page 15, about midway down the last paragraph.  The language there reads an ethics 
committee member may be removed by at least a two thirds majority of the Metro Council.  I would like to 
offer an amendment to change that from a two thirds majority to a majority, the idea being rather than 
having to require 18 votes, it would only require 14 votes.    
And my reason for that is a two thirds majority, for instance, in the United States Senate is the majority 
that's required to override a presidential veto, something of that magnitude requires a two thirds majority.  
Here we're talking about the removal of someone potentially from the Ethics Commission for whatever 
problem.  I don't think it requires the magnitude of a presidential veto.  And so therefore rather than having 
an 18, a two thirds, my proposed amendment is just to drop that down to a majority vote.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: And you're making that in the form of an amendment? 
COUNCILMAN HENDERSON: Second.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: And there is a second.  The discussion on Mr. Ackerson's amendment? 
Mr. Fleming? 
 
COUNCILMAN FLEMING: I want to express the reason behind that, and that is, and understand a 
majority should proceed and in terms of making a decision, however, when it comes to ethics, the reason 
for two thirds is to bring in, assuming there will always be a minority or majority party, it would have to 
bring in, at least at this present time, minority votes into the decision process to do that.  So, I think there's 
enough evidence on a particular individual to remove them, I think there would be a bipartisan approach to 
do that.  Right now what you're saying it only takes 14 votes of a certain party to remove the opposite 
party's situation or opposite party's removal of that position.  That's the reason for that.  And I think it 
brings it further solidifies the decision by the council to look at this thing and to bring in more a bipartisan 
approach.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Councilwoman Ward-Pugh, you asked to speak? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Thank you, Mr. President.  It basically is the same thing.  I was going 
to say that it sets up the potential that any one party that has 14 members can decide that.  Not that 
anyone would abuse that, but it doesn't mandate a bipartisan approach to what likely will be a bipartisan 
approach to making that decision.  I just think it's a better decision if that is required rather than the lesser.    
Even being a part of the majority caucus that can do that right now, even as a member of that, I'm not sure 
that that speaks well for what we could do.  Thank you.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  Mr. Ackerson followed by Mr. Kramer. 
 
COUNCILMAN B. ACKERSON:  Thank you, Mr. President.  In response to what I've heard, first of all, I'm 
hearing that we are worried that there might be 14 or more of us on a particular party that would conspire 
to alter the ethics body.  I have concern about that.  Additionally, I'm hearing that this is about trying to be 
more bipartisan.  Well on the last vote, not the last vote, the vote before last, we saw that the reality of the 
situation is that everything is partisan a lot of times.  And so what we find is when I looked up there for the 
last amendment on the family definition, other than one person on the minority caucus voting for it, the 
rest of the caucus voted against it.  We regularly see the party line votes.  And all I'm trying to point out 
here is if something is as important as removing an individual for office from whatever reason from the 
ethics, I don't want to bog it down with party line votes to where we start cutting deals to do that.  I think a 
simple majority, if it's the right thing to do, I trust my colleagues here, all 25 others of you to do the right 
thing.  Based upon that I don't see a reason to require the super majority.  Thank you.   
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PRESIDENT OWEN: Mr. Kramer? 
 
COUNCILMAN KRAMER: Thank you, Mr. President.  I find it interesting that we are able to recognize that 
this body votes along party lines and then say that we shouldn't have a super majority because we 
shouldn't vote along party lines.  For the viewing public, it is important to say two things, this body does 
occasionally vote along party lines and it does show up that way.  But I would encourage any member of 
the viewing public to go back and look at the voting and go look at all the votes this council has taken, 
overwhelmingly our votes are cross party lines and very, very often they're unanimous votes.  So there 
aren't that many occasions where we vote along party lines.  The problem is -- and as I was just going to 
concur with the Councilwoman from district 9, but in light of the response, I think we need to point out it's 
not unreasonable to look around at what governments in the plural have done in similar situations.  And to 
suggest or suppose that somehow because we know the 26 of us that are currently on this body and we 
recognize and appreciate the integrity of each one of us -- and I think that was Councilwoman 
Ward-Pugh's point, is that looking around this chamber, I don't think anyone's suggesting that there's any 
danger or risk of this body in the now, voting along party lines for something as important as this.  But to 
suggest that it couldn't happen, especially in light of what we know to be true at state levels, not 
necessarily Kentucky, but at state levels with state governments and with things we've seen happen even 
in the federal level, to suggest that at no point in the future would we ever see a party regardless of which 
party's in power, keep that in mind.  I happen to be at present in the minority party.  There are folks in my 
party who are hoping that won't be a forever thing.   
And so keep in mind this is not just a protection for the 26 of us who have been here or the Ethics 
Commission who have been appointed while the 26 of us are here, this is a protection long into the future, 
knowing that not everyone who sits where we sit will behave as admirably as we are behaving.   Thank 
you. 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  Mr. Blackwell followed by Mr. Benson.   
 
COUNCILMAN BLACKWELL: Thank you, Mr. President.  I just want to point out for the viewing public, as 
well, who doesn't have this in front of them, that we also have in here that the Metro Council can't just take 
a vote and dismiss this person, that there has to be written notice, including a clear statement of grounds 
for removal, an opportunity for reply and at least 30 days before voting on the removal.  So I think you're 
looking at a process that gives both ample time for the person who has been accused maybe of not being 
a good officer on the Ethics Commission or the minority party, whoever that might be at a particular time, 
to have ample time to be able to say "now wait a minute, this guy is just getting railroaded".  And I think 
the other side, too, just to play devil's advocate to what Councilman Kramer said, it is true that sometimes 
we have seen some examples of party line railroading, that on the state level, sometimes when you put 
these things in place, these procedural things, that those, too, get manipulated so that you can't get rid of 
somebody who is perhaps a really terrible person on the Ethics Commission because you can't get, again, 
even one of your party members of either of the parties from the minority party to vote along with it.   
Again, we're just assuming that people are going to do the right thing.  But either way, whether you do -- 
go the way that we have in here or we make the change, either way has some potential for abuse.  Not 
one better than the other.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  Mr. Benson? 
 
 COUNCILMAN BENSON: Thank you, Mr. President.  I believe the two thirds is probably better.  One of 
the things we have to worry about is we are a group that represents our community and it is very 
important that we look honorable.  We have different viewpoints, which is a great thing.  But when it 
comes down to something like an ethics, we voted on a smoking ban and a number of people, because I 
voted against it said well when it came back they thought well I guess you're happy.  I'm never happy 
when we don't look right.  Just because somebody says they think we could win in court doesn't make it 
right.   People have to feel that we're doing the right thing.  So I always think that to err on the side that we 
look like we're doing the right thing and to me that is important, doing the right thing.  So I think two thirds 
would be the right way.  Thank you.   
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PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you, Mr. Benson.  Mr. King, followed by Mr. Henderson, then Mr. Peden.   
 
COUNCILMAN KING: Thank you, Mr. President.  I wanted to comment that in essence, I think this is really 
kind of a moot issue because the majority of this council could change this law in the future.  And if you 
had a body that was so divided and or corrupt that they were going to remove someone from an Ethics 
Commission with 14 votes when he shouldn't be removed, by the same token they could change this law 
and convert it to 14-vote majority to remove them from the Ethics Commission.  So I think this is really a 
distinction without a difference.  I initially wasn't going to support it but in retrospect thinking about it, I'm 
like, you know, either way it's going to be the same answer.  And I would like to, hopefully, move the 
question be called.   
 
COUNCILMAN HENDERSON; Second.   
COUNCILMAN HEINER: Objection.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: There is an objection.   
COUNCIL MEMBER: Roll Call Vote.   
 MOST: AYE 
Opposed? 
SOME: No, no.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: I think the ayes have it.  The question has been called.   
 
COUNCILMAN HEINER: Ask for roll call, please.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Request for a roll call, Madam Clerk.   
 Roll call on the question? 
Roll call on the question, yes.   
 No, it is not roll call.   
On the amendment.   
CLERK: No, because the ayes had it.  The question has been called.  We are voting on -- 
Mr. President? 
COUNCILMAN HEINER: Point of information.  I was asking for a roll call on calling the question.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: But, I think -- forgive me, I think ayes, I mean it's a voice vote and that I called for a 
voice vote.  And that the ayes had it.   
COUNCILMAN HEINER: And we're challenging that, sir.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: You're questioning my ruling? 
 
COUNCILMAN HEINER: That's correct.   
 
Point of order, Mr. President.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: I understand.  Maybe I just need to make sure I understand.  You want a roll call 
vote on calling the question? 
COUNCILMAN HEINER: Yes.   
 
Correct, Mr. President.   
 
COUNCILMAN KING: Point of order, Mr. President.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: And I have ruled that the ayes had it in a voice vote.   
COUNCILMAN KING: Point of order, Mr. President? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Yes. 
COUNCILMAN KING: You have ruled.  And certainly it's within your purview to maintain that position and 
call for this body to up hold your decision.   
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PRESIDENT OWEN: Yes, I'm aware of that.   
COUNCILMAN KING: However, you also have the ability, as president, to consent to the roll call on the 
whether or not the question should be called to simplify matters.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you very much for the guidance.  I believe that I will allow a roll call vote on 
the calling of the question.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Madam Clerk, may we recall return to the call roll call vote. 
COUNCILMAN KING: I move the question be called.   
COUNCILMAN HENDERSON: I seconded it.   
CLERK: Wait a minute.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: I'm going to have to clarify.  Yes, I know what I'm voting on.  I just clarified it.  And so 
the voting is closed.   
 
CLERK: Wait a minute.  This is not the vote.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Clear the screen.   
 
CLERK: Can you please wait? 
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Yes.  Let us hold our voting on calling the question until Madam Clerk you clear the 
screen? 
 
CLERK: Yes.  Clear the screen.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: And the next vote, colleagues, will be on calling the question once we get the 
screen cleared.   
 
CLERK: Just a second.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Three times may be the charm once we get the screen cleared.   
Thank you, Mr. President.  They can always change their vote.   
 
CLERK: Hold on.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: I'm seeing the beginning of a vote on my screen but I don't see it on the larger.   
 
 CLERK: Just a  second.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Now that's being cleared.  Mr. Johnson, let's wait just a little bit to see if we can't 
muddle through this one.   
 
CLERK: Can you not click or anything until I get it reset? 
Because what's happening is going back and forth. So if you could just wait. 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Clear it one more time and if you can raise your hand away from the clicker.  This is 
a moment.   
 
CLERK: Wait.  Just a moment.  Miss Green was on.  Just a second.  Okay.  Start voting.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Are you all ready? 
 
CLERK: Yes.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: And clarifying we are voting on whether or not to call the question.   
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Voting result – call the question on the amendment 
JUDY GREEN: YES 
BARBARA SHANKLIN: NOT VOTING 
MARY WOOLRIDGE: NOT VOTING 
DAVID TANDY : YES 
CHERI BRYANT HAMILTON: YES 
GEORGE UNSELD: YES 
KEN FLEMING: NO 
PRESIDENT TOM OWEN: YES 
TINA WARD-PUGH: YES 
JIM KING: YES 
KEVIN KRAMER: NO 
RICK BLACKWELL: YES 
VICKI WELCH: YES 
BOB HENDERSON: YES 
MARIANNE BUTLER: YES 
KELLY DOWNARD: NO 
GLEN STUCKEL: YES  
JON ACKERSON: YES 
HAL HEINER: NO 
STUART BENSON: NO 
DAN JOHNSON: YES 
ROBIN ENGEL: NO 
JAMES PEDEN: YES 
MADONNA FLOOD: YES 
DOUG HAWKINS: NO 
BRENT ACKERSON: YES 
 
 
Voting is closed.  Madam Clerk? 
 
CLERK: There are 16 yes votes, 7 no votes.  Those voting no:  Council members, Fleming, Kramer, 
Downard, Heiner, Benson, Engel and Hawkins.  And three not voting.  We do not have an 18 majority? 
Wait we have 23 present, yes, we do have a majority.  Two thirds.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Two thirds majority to call the question, and so the question has been called.  We 
now have, my colleagues, item 40 before us.  Is there further discussion? 
 
 CLERK: Hold on.  We have the motion by Councilman Ackerson? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: We have Mr. Ackerson's amendment, I'm sorry.   
 
CLERK: Correct.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: We have Mr. Ackerson's floor amendment.  And as you'll recall, that is to reduce the 
number to remove a person from the Ethics Commission from two thirds to a majority of the council.  All 
right.  We have that motion before us.   
 
COUNCILMAN HEINER: Roll call.   
PRESIDENT OWEN: A roll call on that vote. 
 
Voting result: CM B. Ackerson amendment to change 2/3rds to majority 
JUDY GREEN: YES 
BARBARA SHANKLIN: YES 
MARY WOOLRIDGE: YES 
DAVID TANDY : YES 
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CHERI BRYANT HAMILTON: YES 
GEORGE UNSELD: YES 
KEN FLEMING: NO 
PRESIDENT TOM OWEN: YES 
TINA WARD-PUGH: YES 
JIM KING: YES 
KEVIN KRAMER: NO 
RICK BLACKWELL: YES 
VICKI WELCH: YES 
BOB HENDERSON: YES 
MARIANNE BUTLER: YES 
KELLY DOWNARD: NO 
GLEN STUCKEL: NO  
JON ACKERSON: YES 
HAL HEINER: NO 
STUART BENSON: NO 
DAN JOHNSON: YES 
ROBIN ENGEL: NO 
JAMES PEDEN: NO 
MADONNA FLOOD: YES 
DOUG HAWKINS: NO 
BRENT ACKERSON: YES 
 
 CLERK: There are 10 yes votes and 13 no votes, 3 not voting.  Those voting yes:  Council members 
Green, Hamilton, King, Blackwell, Henderson, Butler, Jon Ackerson, Dan Johnson, Flood and Brent 
Ackerson.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: And the motion fails.   
Madam Clerk, we now have item 40 before us.  Is there further discussion? 
 
MR. LEMME: Mr. President? 
Mr. President? 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: I'm looking around and haven't seen anybody. 
 
MR. LEMME: That's because I don't have a buzzer.  
PRESIDENT OWEN:  Mr. Lemme.   
 
MR. LEMME: Thank you for recognizing me..  Mr. O'Brien from our office asked that I address you, Mr. 
President and members of the council regarding the status of this ordinance as it goes to a vote.  Our 
office signs off on every ordinance and resolution as to form and legality.  We will be signing off on this 
ordinance as to form and legality.  However, with the number of amendments not just today and 
yesterday, last week and the week before, assuming this passes, we will not have a final product until 
moments from now and our office still needs to review the final product.  We've advised as to the 
individual ingredients.  The ingredients are legal.  Is the soup that we made from those ingredients, is it 
okay as to form and legality? So, if you pass an ordinance here this evening, we will review this as to form 
and legality, if everything can be approved by us as it passes, we'll forward it on to the mayor's office for 
signature or veto.  In the event we recommend changes, we'll ask that it be brought back before you for 
review and consideration of our recommendations.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  Any other discussion? 
Colleagues, we're ready for -- Mr. Fleming, did you want to be recognized? 
 
COUNCILMAN FLEMING: I do, Mr. President.  And I'll be as brief as possible.  I wanted to commend 
Councilwoman Ward-Pugh for her due diligence, communications and efforts that were put forth in putting 
together this document.  This is not an easy task to do.  Certain of us have been working on this for two 
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years.  And I think since November or October saw significant process.  And I think under her leadership 
and guidance and workability and understanding.  I think it should be commended.  And I wanted to 
personally thank her for all her efforts and sufficient.   I also wanted to express a deep appreciation for 
Matthew Lemme of the county attorney's office.  I know he is pulling his hair out on many occasions and 
trying to keep track with all these amendments and wordsmithing and so forth.  So I wanted to express a 
deep appreciation and thanks to his efforts.  And he's probably underpaid for what he went through with 
this ordeal.  And I know there's several staff members like Chris Lewis was very involved in helping putting 
this together as well as Kyle in Councilwoman Ward-Pugh's offiSo with that, I do appreciate their efforts.  
This long journey has come to an end, I believe.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Colleagues, other discussion? Mr. Ackerson? 
COUNCILMAN J. ACKERSON: Yes, Mr. President, members of this body.  I also want to thank Tina 
Ward-Pugh for something that nobody else could accomplish.  We had some of the best legal minds work 
with us.  God love them.  They tried.  Councilman Tandy worked and so on.  And somehow in the kitchen 
she got all the boys and girls together and she made it happen.  And we're very appreciative of her efforts 
and of course that of Councilman Kramer and the others that have been involved in this.  It's been a long 
arduous task.  I really lost money on this ordinance because I bet it was never going to see the light of 
day.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Further discussion, Councilwoman Bryant Hamilton?  
 
COUNCILWOMAN HAMILTON: Thank you, Mr. President.  I wanted to commend all the members of that 
committee, of that subcommittee.  You all had a job that I'm so glad I didn't have and a responsibility.  We 
thank you for doing it, and getting us to this point.  Thank you.    
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  Other discussion? 
 
COUNCILMAN HEINER: Sorry, doing thank you’s.  Councilman Ken Fleming for actually starting this 
process, getting us focused on how to increase transparency in this government.  I wanted to thank him 
for his effort and foresight getting us moving.  Thank you.   
 
 PRESIDENT OWEN: All right.  Any other comments, questions? 
We're ready, then, for a vote on item 40.  Madam Clerk.   
 
Voting Result Item 40 as amended 
JUDY GREEN: YES 
BARBARA SHANKLIN: NOT VOTING 
MARY WOOLRIDGE: NOT VOTING 
DAVID TANDY : YES 
CHERI BRYANT HAMILTON: YES 
GEORGE UNSELD: YES 
KEN FLEMING: YES 
PRESIDENT TOM OWEN: YES 
TINA WARD-PUGH: YES 
JIM KING: YES 
KEVIN KRAMER: YES 
RICK BLACKWELL: YES 
VICKI WELCH: YES 
BOB HENDERSON: YES 
MARIANNE BUTLER: YES 
KELLY DOWNARD: YES 
GLEN STUCKEL: YES  
JON ACKERSON: YES 
HAL HEINER: YES 
STUART BENSON: YES 
DAN JOHNSON: YES 
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ROBIN ENGEL: YES 
JAMES PEDEN: YES 
MADONNA FLOOD: YES 
DOUG HAWKINS: YES 
BRENT ACKERSON: YES 
 
CLERK: There are 24 yes votes and two not voting Councilwoman Shanklin and Councilwoman 
Woolridge.   
 
COUNCILWOMAN WARD-PUGH: Thank you, colleagues.   

 

PRESIDENT OWEN: The ordinance as amended passes.   

 
COUNCILWOMAN HAMILTON: Point of order.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Personal privilege? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN HAMILTON: Yes, I appreciate that.  It went without saying that Councilwoman Vicki 
Welch put in a lot of time and effort on behalf of her constituents.  And I just want to thank her.  And for all 
the witnesses that came, all the hard work.  And I think your community will remember that you stood up 
for them.  Thank you.   
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Thank you.  The next item of business is …Councilwoman Green wants to be 
recognized? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN GREEN: Thank you.  And earlier this evening I wanted to take the opportunity to thank 
Councilwoman Welch, as well, as Vice Chair of the Public Safety committee.  I know this was a very 
emotional issue.  There are a lot of good testimony that we heard on both sides.  So I just want to thank 
Vicki.  She's passionate about trying to eliminate the use of meth in her district.  And for her constituents, I 
want you to know I'm sure she's not through with the issue.  Thank you, Mr. President.   

 

NEW BUSINESS: 

 

PRESIDENT OWEN: The next item of business is new business. New business comprises items 41 to 
66. Madam Clerk, a reading of those items and assignments to committee.   
 
41--O-45-02-10  AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING $95,569 FROM THE FOLLOWING 
NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT FUNDS, $3,267 FROM DISTRICT 2, $3,000 FROM DISTRICTS 3 
AND 8, $4,300 FROM DISTRICTS 5 AND 17, $3,115 FROM DISTRICT 7, $2,000 FROM DISTRICTS 10 
AND 26, $8,050 FROM DISTRICT 9, $3,617 FROM DISTRICT 11, $5,530 FROM DISTRICT 12, $10,010 
FROM DISTRICT 13, $5,000 FROM DISTRICTS 1, 4 AND 14, $2,800 FROM DISTRICT 15, $2,100 
FROM DISTRICTS  19 AND 20, $5,600 FROM DISTRICT 16, $1,500 FROM DISTRICT 18, $2,240 
FROM DISTRICT 21, $3,500 FROM DISTRICT 23, $7,000 FROM DISTRICT 24, AND $1,500 FROM 
DISTRICT 25, THROUGH THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET TO THE ASSOCIATION OF 
COMMUNITY MINISTRIES, INC. FOR WINTER UTILITY ASSISTANCE, MATCHING EACH OF THE 
LOCAL 16 AREA MINISTRIES UP TO $7,000 BY APRIL 30, 2010 DOLLAR FOR DOLLAR BY METRO 
GOVERNMENT AND TWO DOLLARS PER DOLLAR BY E.ON U.S. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Appropriations, NDFs and CIFs 
Primary Sponsors: 
-Vicki Aubrey Welch 
-Stuart Benson 
-Tina Ward-Pugh 
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-Tom Owen 
-Rick Blackwell 
-Robert Henderson 
-Robin Engel 
-Madonna Flood 
-Marianne Butler 
-Mary C. Woolridge 
-Kelly Downard 
-Kenneth C. Fleming 
-Kevin Kramer 
-Jim King 
-Jon Ackerson 
-Judy Green 
-Glen Stuckel 
-Hal Heiner 
-James Peden 
-David Tandy 
-Doug Hawkins 
-Brent Ackerson 
-Barbara Shanklin 
-Cheri Bryant Hamilton 
-Dan Johnson 
 
42--O-52-02-10 AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING THE TOTAL OF $10,000 FROM THE FOLLOWING 
NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT FUNDS (NDF): $5,000 EACH FROM DISTRICT 21 AND 16, 
THROUGH THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, TO THE HUMANE SOCIETY TO 
PURCHASE EQUIPMENT FOR THE MAIN CAMPUS IMPROVEMENT PROJECT. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Appropriations, NDFs and CIFs 
Primary Sponsors: 
-Dan Johnson 
-Kelly Downard 
 
43--R-53-03-10 A RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO THE CAPITAL AND OPERATING BUDGET 
ORDINANCES, APPROVING THE APPROPRIATION TO FUND THE FOLLOWING 
NONCOMPETITIVELY NEGOTIATED RENEWAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONTRACT – 
SHAWNEE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, INC. - $14,000.00. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Contracts and Appointments 
Primary Sponsor:-Cheri Bryant Hamilton 
 
44--R-55-03-10 A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO APPLY FOR, ACCEPT, AND ENACT 
A $2,500,000.00 GRANT FROM THE KENTUCKY OFFICE OF EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING TO 
SUPPORT WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Labor & Economic Development 
Primary Sponsor:-Marianne Butler 
 
45--R-56-03-10 A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO ACCEPT ADDITIONAL FUNDING 
FROM THE KENTUCKY CABINET FOR HEALTH AND FAMILY SERVICES THROUGH COMMUNITY 
ACTION KENTUCKY, INC. IN THE AMOUNT OF $2,419,198 FOR THE LOW INCOME HOME ENERGY 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (LIHEAP) TO BE USED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND FAMILY 
SERVICES TO FURTHER THIS PROGRAM. 
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Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Health & Human Needs 
Primary Sponsor:-Mary C. Woolridge 
 
46--R-57-03-10 A RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO THE CAPITAL AND OPERATING BUDGET 
ORDINANCES, APPROVING THE APPROPRIATION TO FUND THE FOLLOWING 
NONCOMPETITIVELY NEGOTIATED RENEWAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONTRACT – 
(MYCAREERNETWORK.COM, LLC - $61,497.00). 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Contracts and Appointments 
Primary Sponsor:-Mary C. Woolridge 
 
47--R-58-03-10 A RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO THE CAPITAL AND OPERATING BUDGET 
ORDINANCES, APPROVING THE APPROPRIATION TO FUND THE FOLLOWING 
NONCOMPETITIVELY NEGOTIATED NEW PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONTRACT – (KENTUCKY 
REFUGEE MINISTRIES, INC.- $25,000.00). 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Contracts and Appointments 
Primary Sponsor:-Tom Owen 
 
48--R-59-03-10 A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO APPLY FOR, ACCEPT, AND ENACT 
A $7,250,000.00 GRANT FROM THE KENTUCKY OFFICE OF EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING TO 
SUPPORT WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Labor & Economic Development 
Primary Sponsor:-Judy Green 
 
49--R-54-03-10 A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO APPLY FOR AND ENTER INTO 
AGREEMENTS WITH THE COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY TRANSPORTATION CABINET 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS CONCERNING TEN GRANTS DESCRIBED HEREIN. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Transportation/Public Works 
Primary Sponsor:-Cheri Bryant Hamilton 
 
50--O-53-03-10 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 112 SERIES 2006, ORDINANCE NO. 
126, SERIES 2007, AND  ORDINANCE NO. 90, SERIES 2009, RELATING TO THE CAPITAL 
BUDGETS FOR FISCAL YEARS 2006-07, 2007-8,  AND 2009-10, RESPECTIVELY, FOR THE 
LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY METRO GOVERNMENT BY TRANSFERRING $20,861.52 OF 
CAPITAL CUMULATIVE RESERVE FUNDS (CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND), TO A NEW 
CAPITAL PROJECT ENTITLED WESTPORT ROAD TARC IMPROVEMENTS AND $3,481.16 TO AN 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT IN DISTRICT 17. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Budget 
Primary Sponsor:-Glen Stuckel 
 
51--O-54-03-10 AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING $6,000 FROM NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT 
FUNDS IN THE FOLLOWING MANNER:  $400 EACH FROM DISTRICTS 23, 1, 6, 11, 12, AND 17; AND 
$300 EACH FROM DISTRICTS 3, 8, 10, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 20, 21, 22, AND 26, THROUGH THE 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, TO THE JEFFERSON COUNTY FIRE PROTECTION 
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DISTRICT TRUSTEES ASSOCIATION, INC., FOR PROGRAM EXPENSES RELATED TO HOSTING 
THE 2010 SOUTHEASTERN FIRE CHIEFS ASSOCIATION CONFERENCE. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Appropriations, NDFs and CIFs 
Primary Sponsors: 
-Stuart Benson 
-Vicki Aubrey Welch 
-Tom Owen 
-Marianne Butler 
-Robert Henderson 
-Robin Engel 
-Kelly Downard 
-Mary C. Woolridge 
-Rick Blackwell 
-Jim King 
-Judy Green 
-Jon Ackerson 
-Brent Ackerson 
-George Unseld 
-Glen Stuckel 
-James Peden 
-Dan Johnson 
-Kevin Kramer 
 
52--O-55-03-10 AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING IN TOTAL $11,000 FROM THE FOLLOWING 
NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT FUNDS, $2,000 FROM DISTRICTS 12, 13, 14, 15, AND 21 AND 
$500 FROM DISTRICTS 1 AND 3 THROUGH THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET TO 
SOUTHWEST DREAM TEAM, INC. FOR MARKETING AND SHOWCASING SOUTHWEST 
LOUISVILLE. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Appropriations, NDFs and CIFs 
Primary Sponsors: 
-Robert Henderson 
-Mary C. Woolridge 
-Marianne Butler 
-Rick Blackwell 
-Dan Johnson 
-Judy Green 
-Vicki Aubrey Welch 
 
53--R-61-03-10 A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE GRANTING OF LOCAL INDUCEMENTS TO 
LIGHTYEAR NETWORK SOLUTIONS, LLC PURSUANT TO KRS CHAPTER 154, SUBCHAPTER 24. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Labor & Economic Development 
Primary Sponsor:-Marianne Butler 
 
54--R-62-03-10 A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE GRANTING OF LOCAL INDUCEMENTS TO ICIM 
CORP DBA PLANET TELECOM. PURSUANT TO KRS CHAPTER 154, SUBCHAPTERS 20 AND 24. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Labor & Economic Development 
Primary Sponsor:-Marianne Butler 
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55--O-56-03-10 AN ORDINANCE CHANGING THE ZONING FROM R-4, SINGLE-FAMILY 
RESIDENTIAL TO PEC, PLANNED EMPLOYMENT CENTER ON PROPERTY LOCATED AT 3215 
COLLINS LANE, CONTAINING 7.0 ACRES, AND BEING IN LOUISVILLE METRO (CASE NO. 13143). 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Planning/Zoning, Land Design & Development 
Primary Sponsor:-Jon Ackerson 
 
56--O-57-03-10 AN ORDINANCE CHANGING THE TRADITIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD ZONING 
DISTRICT MAP FROM NEIGHBORHOOD GENERAL/SINGLE & TWO FAMILY RESIDENTIAL TO 
CAMPUS EDGE TRANSITION ON PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1830 S. 3RD STREET, TO 
NEIGHBORHOOD GENERAL/MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ON PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1615 S. 
3RD STREET, TO NEIGHBORHOOD GENERAL/INSTITUTIONAL ON PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1412 
S. 6TH STREET, AND TO NEIGHBORHOOD GENERAL/CORNER COMMERCIAL ON PROPERTY 
LOCATED AT 1100 S. 7TH STREET, AND FROM NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER TO NEIGHBORHOOD 
CENTER TRANSITION ON PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1218 S. 4TH STREET, AND BEING IN 
LOUISVILLE METRO (CASE NO. 13695). 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Planning/Zoning, Land Design & Development 
Primary Sponsor:-Jon Ackerson 
 
57--O-58-03-10 AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING $25,300.00 FROM NEIGHBORHOOD 
DEVELOPMENT FUNDS AS FOLLOWS: $2,000 FROM District 6; $1500 EACH FROM DISTRICTS 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 11, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, AND 25; $500 FROM DISTRICT 15; AND $300 FROM 
DISTRICT 13, THROUGH THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, TO THE NORTON 
HOSPITAL FOUNDATION FOR THE CHUCK OLMSTEAD MEMORIAL AND EDUCATION FUND, INC., 
TO ASSIST IN THE PURCHASE OF A MOBILE BRAIN SCREENING UNIT. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Appropriations, NDFs and CIFs 
Primary Sponsors: 
-George Unseld 
-Judy Green 
-Barbara Shanklin 
-Mary C. Woolridge 
-Cheri Bryant Hamilton 
-Tom Owen 
-Jim King 
-Robert Henderson 
-Kelly Downard 
-Glen Stuckel 
-Hal Heiner 
-Stuart Benson 
-Dan Johnson 
-Doug Hawkins 
-Marianne Butler 
-David Tandy 
-Kevin Kramer 
-Vicki Aubrey Welch 
 
58--R-64-03-10 A RESOLUTION REQUESTING THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
DENY ANY NEW FEES AND/OR INCREASED USAGE RATES FOR E.ON’s LG&E CUSTOMERS 
UNTIL THE OWNERSHIP AND FUTURE OF THE COMPANY ARE SETTLED. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
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Committee:-Transportation/Public Works 
Primary Sponsors: 
-Kelly Downard 
-Hal Heiner 
-Jim King 
-David Tandy 
Additional Sponsor:-Doug Hawkins 
 
59--R-60-03-10 A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO ACCEPT A GRANT FROM 
KENTUCKY HERITAGE COUNCIL IN THE AMOUNT OF $3,600 FOR LOUISVILLE METRO HISTORIC 
LANDMARKS AND PRESERVATION DISTRICTS COMMISSION THROUGH THE DEPARTMENT OF 
CODES AND REGULATIONS. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Planning/Zoning, Land Design & Development 
Primary Sponsor:-Tom Owen 
 
60--R-63-03-10 A RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO THE CAPITAL AND OPERATING BUDGET 
ORDINANCES, APPROVING THE APPROPRIATION TO FUND THE FOLLOWING 
NONCOMPETITIVELY NEGOTIATED RENEWAL CONTRACT -  TETRA TECH, INC. - $200,000.00. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Contracts and Appointments 
Primary Sponsor:-Vicki Aubrey Welch 
 
61--O-59-03-10 AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING $16,000 FROM THE DISTRICT 19 
NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT FUND TO THE METRO PUBLIC WORKS AND ASSETS 
DEPARTMENT FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A SECTION OF SIDEWALK LOCATED AT 14041 
SHELBYVILLE ROAD. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Appropriations, NDFs and CIFs 
Primary Sponsor:-Hal Heiner 
 
ADDENDUM 
 
62--O-60-03-10 AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING $13,600 FROM NEIGHBORHOOD 
DEVELOPMENT FUNDS IN THE FOLLOWING MANNER:  $5,000 EACH FROM DISTRICTS 1 AND 5; 
$1,500 FROM DISTRICT 3; $1,000 FROM DISTRICT 4; $500 FROM DISTRICT 12; AND $300 EACH 
FROM DISTRICTS 13 AND 23, THROUGH THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, TO THE 
RIVER CITY DRUM CORP CULTURAL ARTS INSTITUTE, INC., FOR PROGRAM EXPENSES 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE 4TH ANNUAL KENTUCKY DERBY DA’VILLE CLASSIC DRUM LINE 
SHOWCASE. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda - New Business 
Committee:-Appropriations, NDFs and CIFs 
Primary Sponsors: 
-Judy Green 
-Cheri Bryant Hamilton 
-David Tandy 
-James Peden 
-Mary C. Woolridge 
-Vicki Aubrey Welch 
-Rick Blackwell 
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63--O-176-10-09 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 153 OF 
LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY METRO GOVERNMENT CODE OF ORDINANCES (LMCO) 
RELATING TO THE TIME AND LOCATION OF PLANNING COMMISSION AND BOARD OF ZONING 
ADJUSTMENT HEARINGS. (April 8, 2009) 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda For Re-introduction 
Committee:-Planning/Zoning, Land Design & Development 
Primary Sponsor:-James Peden 
 
64--R-192-09-09  A RESOLUTION REQUESTING THE LOUISVILLE METRO PLANNING COMMISSION 
TO HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING AND MAKE A RECOMMENDATION ON A PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
TO SECTION 2.4.3.D.2 OF THE LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE REGARDING PERMITTED DENSITY 
OF RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE C-1, COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICT. (March 22, 2010) 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda For Re-introduction 
Committee:-Planning/Zoning, Land Design & Development 
Primary Sponsors: 
-James Peden 
-Rick Blackwell 
 
65--O-36-03-09 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 21 OF THE LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON 
COUNTY METRO GOVERNMENT CODE OF ORDINANCES [LMCO] RELATING TO ETHICS. 
(Reintroduced 9-10-09) 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda for Re-introduction  
Committee:-Government Accountability & Oversight 
Primary Sponsors: 
-Marianne Butler 
-Jon Ackerson 
 
66--O-156-09-09 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 21 OF THE LOUISVILLE/JEFFERSON 
COUNTY METRO GOVERNMENT CODE OF ORDINANCES [LMCO] RELATING TO ETHICS. 
 
Status:-On Council Agenda for Re-introduction  
Committee:-Government Accountability & Oversight 
Primary Sponsor:-Kenneth C. Fleming 
 

ADJOURNMENT: 

 
 PRESIDENT  OWEN:  Thank you.  Before we have a motion to adjourn the meet, I would ask those 
council members that wish to make announcements to remain in the chamber and request to speak on 
your system. Do I hear a motion to adjourn? 
 
COUNCILWOMAN HAMILTON: Motion to adjourn. 
COUNCILWOMAN GREEN: Second. 
 
PRESIDENT OWEN: Without objection, we are adjourned 
There being no further business, the Regular March 11, 2010 Metro Council meeting 
adjourned without objection at 936 PM EST. 
 
 
_________________________________      __________________________________ 
Kathleen J. Herron, Metro Council Clerk         Thomas L. Owen, Metro Council President  
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ANNOUNCEMENTS: CW Green, CW Hamilton, CM Blackwell and President Owen made 
announcements. 

 


